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Tell Halif gives us an example of the pillared house from the Iron Age II period. 
Based on this house, what we can address is whether there is a typical set of activities 
undertaken in this house. Do the “de facto” assemblages of artifacts reflect a typical 
everyday use of space or a different use of space because of military activity associated 
with the siege and destruction of the settlement? It can be demonstrated from Tell Halif’s 
archaeological data that, once the specific activities are identified, their organization also 
can be identified. These remains are compared with other Iron Age houses from the same 
site and other sites in the Negev and the southern Shephelah. The purpose of this research 
is to examine and add to our understanding of the Iron Age household and how it is 
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Archaeology is about human beings, and the analysis of remains that were used 
by people during their lives and that have been preserved on and under the ground’s 
surface. Archaeologists may not be able to give precise information about ancient people, 
their lives and materials which they used by (Frank 2012: 1). However, we can make 
inferences about how they lived and what they used by making connections between 
material culture unearthed from archaeological evidence and the societies that produced 
these remains (Reynolds 2012: 1). Archaeologists do not only offer fascinating objects to 
demonstrate an historical narrative, but also as part of their study, enter the conversation 
and set a model for deriving the narratives. Using these models, archaeologists infer 
things about the past from archaeological remains within a broader context formed by 
landscape, histories of people, their way of life, and contemporary culture (Frank 2012: 
4).  
Over thousands of years, humans have met one of their necessities for shelter by 
building and developing a diversity of houses (Esin 1996: 31). The four room house was 
one of the house types that was generally used in the Levant during Iron Age I and II 
(1200- 586 B.C.E.). Domestic architecture is one of the more informative means of 
exploring ancient lifestyles and daily lives. It can be used to examine identity, migration 
and cultural contact, since it is one of the deeply held practices that people usually bring 
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with them when they travel. Household archaeology plays a significant role when 
describing ancient daily lives and lifestyles from the materials which were used in a 
house. “A 'household' is defined as: the people living in a house; the maintenance of that 
establishment; and all the goods and furniture found in it” (Allison 1998: 16). Therefore, 
the basis of archaeological research about households includes not only structures, or 
houses, but also their contents, both as primary and as secondary refuse (Alison 1998: 
16). 
Household archaeology plays a very important role in providing more information 
about ancient settlements because virtually all populations have lived in a household 
setting that underlies their social organization at the most basic level (Hardin 9: 2011). 
Household studies give us a good look at social organization and social stratification for 
the majority of people who lived in the houses preserved in archaeological sites (Hardin 
10:2011). Globally, the Levant is one of the most well-researched regions for the 
Neolithic to Hellenistic (10,000 – 300 B.C.E) periods. Therefore, Levantine 
archaeological sources associated with household studies from different periods helps us 
to see changing social and economic factors affecting how people lived (Hardin 13: 
2011). In the Iron Age II period (1000- 586 B.C.E.), the most important data for 
household studies come from four room or pillared houses. This house type is also known 
as the Israelite dwelling type during the Iron Age II. This type of house generally was 
employed by a nuclear or small extended family (Shiloh 1980; Broshi and Finkelstein 
1992; Holladay 1992; 1995; Schloen 135: 2001).  
Tell Halif, one of the small tell-type sites in the northern Negev of southern Israel, 
gives us more than one example of the Israelite house from the Iron Age II period. One of 
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these four room houses at Tell Halif is the K8 House. Well-preserved archaeological 
remains of the late 8th century B.C.E. have been found in this four room house. These 
remains were preserved as part of a site-wide destruction deposit at Tell Halif and were 
analyzed to understand household activities and their organization during the past. Many 
ceramic vessels were preserved on or near floors in this destruction deposit, and spatial 
connections both between ceramics and other related artifacts can help determine what 
activities took place in this house (Hardin 2001: 12).  
The goal of this study is to understand Iron II household activities and 
organization by gathering spatial data from the K8 House at Tell Halif, and also to 
provide a more general understanding of the Iron II household and its role in society.  In 
pursuit of this goal, priority is given to examining and interpreting the material excavated 
in Field IV of Tel Halif, Israel from 1989,1992, and 1993, focusing specifically on the 






Household archaeology as a subfield in archaeology appeared during the 1970s 
and 1980s (Hardin 2011: 10). Although household archaeology emerged a few decades 
ago as a different approach in the field of archaeology, there are several definitions that 
have been proposed by archaeologists who are interested in household studies. These 
definitions generally seek to encompass how ancient people used their houses and what 
people regularly did as household activities in these houses. Households can be 
conceived “as groups in which there is a high density of activity” (Wilk and Netting 
1984: 5).  Carter and Merrill (1979) state that the household is a culturally presented task-
oriented unit. According to cross-cultural observations, there are several activities that are 
generally associated with base-level social units, and the primary locus of these activities 
is identified as a household (Wilk and Netting 1982: 5). Before the 1970s, even though 
archaeologists excavated many remains left by household units, they did not appreciate 
how much could be learned from the explicit study of houses.  
Hardin (2011: 9) describes this situation: “For many years archaeologists working 
in most geographical areas overlooked the more ordinary and humble domestic structures 
of the majority of the population— the most common remains in nearly all archaeological 
sites. Archaeologists were drawn instead to remains left by political and religious 
authorities and elites, including monumental constructions such as palatial and storage 
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complexes, cultic complexes, cemeteries, and fortification systems.” Nevertheless, after 
the 1970s and 1980s archaeologists finally noticed that households should be included as 
important parts of research in understanding ancient settlements, as they have common 
and pertinent archaeological remains that can lead to a clear understanding of ancient 
inhabitants (Hardin 2011: 9). Wilk and Ashmore (1988: 1) state that “households embody 
and underlie the organisation of a society at its most basic level; they can, therefore, serve 
as sensitive indicators of evolutionary change in social organisation.” In any society, in 
order to understand both social structure and the material conditions of life for the 
principal part of a community, archaeologists have to focus on the household (Rathje and 
McGuire 1982: 707). When it is understood properly, “the household becomes a higher 
level analytic unit by which more complex organization may be reconstructed and by 
which more interesting behavioral process may be identified and measured” (Reid and 
Whittlesey 1982: 696). In addition, the household provides core evidence of behavior 
because it relates to all types of groups in many organizations (Wilk and Netting 1982: 
2). Household archaeology not only provides a micro-analysis of the domestic sphere but 
it can also be used to understand the larger, more inclusive aspects of social, economic, 
and even political organization of society (Reynolds 2012: 35). 
Household archaeology had its origin in settlement archaeology. In order to 
understand prehistoric social groups, “settlement archaeology studied the distribution of 
traceable human activities across the landscape, viewing sites not in a vacuum, but as 
single elements in a much larger functional network” (Hardin 2011: 11). Therefore, it 
was seen that both individual sites in this network and individual areas within sites play a 
different and complementary role within a settlement system (Hardin 2011: 11). 
 
6 
According to this approach, archaeologists brought to light the complexity of society at 
both the individual settlement level and individual areas within settlements. 
Archaeologists tried to answer the question of “how these individual areas were 
articulated into sites of varying size and function” by referring to activity areas. 
(Ashmore and Wilk 1988: 7). Flannery and Winter (1976: 34) describe activity areas as 
“the smallest spatial unit of archaeological analysis,” and these areas are classified as the 
areas where specific work has been done repeatedly (Flannery and Winter 1976: 34).  
“The household is often defined in systemic terms as an intermediate level of 
articulation of processes between the individual and the community” (Hardin 2011: 14). 
Identifying members of a household can be difficult for archaeologists. A household can 
include different contiguous buildings, but people who live in these buildings can act 
differently in relation to their other activities, like those focused on economics (Wilk and 
Rathje 1982: 620). Laslett points out that people who organize corporately and eat with in 
the household may not stay under the same roof, while people who live together in the 
same house, may not have any incorporation (i.e., economically they are not excluded 
household members Laslett 1972: 27). The function of the household is to mediate 
between the extensive, overall socioeconomic domain and the smaller-scale activities 
subsumed within the household (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 621).  
It is useful to think of the household as composed of three elements: 1) the social/ 
demographic 2) the material, and 3) the behavioral. The social or the demographic unit 
indicates the number of members and the relationships between members of a society and 
can include simple, extended and multiple-family households, Laslett discusses this 
relationship in his book entitled, Household and Family in the Past (Laslett 1972:28-34). 
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For example, a household can contain “visitors, captives, servants, apprentices, laborers, 
lodgers, and boarders in addition to blood relatives and adopted members as occupants of 
its bounded residential space” as well as others (Netting 1982: 642–643; Hardin 2011: 
14). 2) “The material unit includes the dwelling, activity areas, and possessions” (Wilk 
and Rathje 1982: 618). The behavioral unit includes “the activities in which the 
household engages” (Hardin 2011: 14). Households vary from society to society (Wilk 
and Rathje 1982: 618). In the archaeological record, households are not seen directly 
because social groupings such as those formed by kinship and affinity are not uncovered 
by excavation (Hardin 2001: 30). During excavations, archaeologists find the remains of 
material items and debris used and produced by households. They excavate the residence 
and domestic objects, and these objects may be used to infer the activities, the activities’ 
organization and the demographic form of the household. Thus, the material record helps 
archaeologists to figure out household divisions (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 618). Patterns 
distinguished in these archaeological data can be related to specific activities, so 
researchers can say which activities took place where and possibly who performed these 
activities (Hardin 2001: 30). Flannery and Winter (1976) used the material records of 
house mounds during their work in Mesoamerica to describe specific activity areas and 
their organization at the household level.  
In order to have a better understanding of behavioral and cultural elements of 
households, material elements should be examined very carefully to demonstrate where 
activities were carried out in domestic space and what we may infer about the household 
from these (Hardin 2001: 30). There are four basic groupings of household activities: 
production, distribution, transmission and reproduction. However, evidence of all of these 
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activities may not be seen in every society. It generally depends on the environment and 
social category of the inhabitants (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 621). Hardin states that “a 
better understanding is necessary of what each of these entails and what each can tell us 
regarding household organization” (Hardin 2001: 31). 
Production 
Production includes human activity that obtains resources or increases resources’ 
value (Wilk and Netting 1984: 6). Production activities generally consist of 
housekeeping, food processing, and other domestic tasks (Berk and Berk 1979); at the 
same time, they can differ from place to place. The organization of production is affected 
by cultural codes, rules and divisions of labor within a society (Wilk and Netting 1984: 
7). Scheduling is one of the most important variables in production. There are two 
different types of scheduling; linear and simultaneous.  A person can perform linear tasks 
in a sequence. Small and nuclear families prefer this type of scheduling because it can 
help them achieve most of the essential production tasks during the rest of the year 
(Hardin 2001:32). Simultaneous tasks require a number of people to perform several 
tasks at the same time (Wilk and Netting 1984: 7). The simultaneous task has two 
divisions, simple simultaneous -that is, all people do the same task at the same time; and 
complex simultaneous -all laborers work at the same time, but doing different tasks (Wilk 
and Rathje 1982: 622). The relative productivity of different-sized groups engaged in 
required tasks determines the type of scheduling employed, and is related to the 
organization of the household (Hardin 2001: 31-32). Hence, when the method of 
production is understood, it can be informative about household organization (Hardin 
2001: 32). According to Pasternac et al., (1976), there is a relationship between large 
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households and complex simultaneous tasks. This has been demonstrated through cross-
cultural testing. They concluded that the households need a director to carry on household 
business because there are different types of tasks needed in the household (Wilk and 
Rathje 1982: 624). The head of the household often sends out workers to do different kinds 
of labor, for the sake of efficiency, then he/she divides the products between household 
members (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 624).  
Distribution 
Distribution includes material changing hands from producers to consumers and 
consumption of the resources (Wilk and Netting 1984: 9, and Wilk and Rathje 1982: 
624). Pooling and exchange are types of distribution affected by production types (Hardin 
2001: 33). The pooling system is very convenient for dividing resources among 
households or between larger corporate units (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 624). Hardin states 
that “exchange identifies distribution between households or larger corporate groups 
created through the practice of balanced reciprocity” (Hardin 2001: 33). Distribution 
depends on societies; many societies include both pooling and exchange, while several 
other societies show only pooling for consumption in the household. (Wilk and Rathje 
1982: 624-25). For small households, there is no benefit to pooling products because 
production is generally the same among members (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 625). Poor 
households usually do not collaborate in production, but sometimes they pool for 
consumption (Wilk and Netting 1984: 10). Larger households mostly use pooling 
strategies effectively when sources of income are different, seasonal, variable, or 
unpredictable (Wilk and Netting. 1984: 9). A general rule that ties production and 
distribution together seems evident in cross-cultural data and “large households that pool 
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in production and in distribution tend to be stable and have generational continuity” 
(Wilk and Netting 1984: 10). If a household does not cooperate either for pooling or for 
scheduling labor, it does not participate in distribution, since the same products were 
pooled and separated between more households. However, even though some household 
units do not participate in labor pooling, they participate in distribution pooling, so there 
are inequalities between households that cause the separation of households (Wilk and 
Rathje 1982: 626). Wilk and Rathje state that “in general, band and state-level, urban 
societies stress exchange between households and groups while predominantly 
agricultural societies and those with mixed economics pool within the household” (Wilk 
and Rathje 1982: 627). Additionally, “the more spatially clustered and the more 
temporally varied the resources, the larger the households that manage them” (Wilk and 
Rathje 1982: 632). 
Transmission 
Transmission is a kind of distribution which includes assigning rights, roles, land, 
and property between generations. The definition of property affects the entire concept of 
transmission (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 627). Goody (1972) suggested two transmission 
types between generations; partible, via which “inheritance can assign each offspring 
with equal rights” (Wilk and Netting 1984: 12), and impartible, where only one heir can 
have access to all or most household property in each generation (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 
628). “The mode of transmission practiced is dependent largely on the labor/land 
relationship especially the relative scarcity of one to the other as it relates to agricultural 
intensification” (Hardin 2010: 12). If there is abundant land and property, rights are 
transmitted by group memberships. Otherwise, if there are limited farms and livestock, 
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the resources will remain in the household itself or with a single individual (Wilk and 
Rathje 1982: 627). Therefore, households take the important role of means of 
transmission in a society, and the type of household is greatly affected by transmission 
(Hardin 2010: 12). Goldschmidt and Kunkel (1971: 1062) state that there is a cross-
cultural correlation between land inheritance and household structure. “Extended 
patrilocal household clusters form, at least to a point, as land comes under increasing 
population pressure” (Collier 1976 as cited in Hardin 2010: 12). However, when land is 
too limited to support the entire extended household, the unit breaks up (Wilk and Rathje 
1982: 628), or through lineage capture to expand its property such as warfare and feuding 
and expansion into unoccupied territory (Stager 1985). Therefore, limited materials and 
inheritance rights influence the size and composition of the household (Wilk and Netting 
1984: 13-14). Lofgren (1974) states that “marriage becomes a strategy for transmitting 
and accumulating property and comes under control of parental authority.” Besides, 
according to Lofgren (1974), increasing impartible inheritance overlaps with the start of a 
landless class, a rural proletariat providing a possible path to social stratification. “Such 
detached persons can also provide the base of urban society and form a ready labor pool 
for craft specialization or armies” (Wilk and Netting 1984: 12; Wilk and Rathje 1982: 
629; Stager 1985). 
Reproduction 
The last class of household activity, reproduction, “is one of the least flexible of 
household functions” (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 630). It includes propagation of household 
members and bringing up and socialization of children (Hardin 2010: 13). Taking care of 
and socializing of children is one of the most important parts in reproduction. 
 
12 
Reproduction can change the demands of production, distribution and transmission in the 
household because reproduction necessitates the care, feeding, education, and emotional 
support of infants and children (Wilk and Netting 1984: 14). This process is very 
important for household survival, as it also supplies inheritors for transmittable 
possessions (Hardin 2010: 13). The household organizes to provide constant time, 
energy, and effort to give this care (Hardin 2010: 13). Women most often play the most 
important role regarding reproduction in a society (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 631). Another 
important factor of this organization is the economic value of children (Nag et al., (1978), 
cited in Hardin 2010: 13). Women play important roles in activities related to not only 
reproduction, but also to production of goods, including agricultural goods. Also, they 
spend extra time in reproduction activity. Pooling of labor is the best way of distributing 
child care duties within large household, so women take part in other labors and continue 
to play a major productive role (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 631). Also, Brown (1970) states 
that in large household, these different kinds of pooled child care duties which include 
fosterage, child sharing and adoption, are not necessary (Brown 1970). Reproduction is a 
step in a process where women invest the time and effort in offspring who can later 
increase the household’s activities related to production and distribution. Young children 
also may care and serve older members of households when they become actually 
dependent (Wilk and Netting 1984: 14). “In situations where this was considered 
positive, efforts to increase, restore, or substitute for fertility may come to light” (Hardin 
2010: 13). Household size depends on fertility and survival of children and the beginning 
of reproduction by marriage (Wilk and Netting 1984: 15). Cultural criteria and other 
family expansions affect certain marriage rules and preferences (Hardin 2010: 13). As a 
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result, reproduction affects family population and household morphology (Hardin 
2010:13; Wilk and Netting 1984: 15). 
Behavioral activities associated with production, distribution, transmission, and 
reproduction may not be visible directly in the archaeological record, but when 
archaeologists assess the material elements of the household, the behavioral components 
may be inferred for the household (Hardin 2011: 14). Archaeological remains can be 
related to specific activities and can be used to make inferences about which activities 
took place, where they happened, and who performed them. In addition to human 
behaviors, there are a few more factors that can affect the organization, form, and 
function of domestic space and its location (Hardin 2011: 15). Such factors include 
“climate, topography, available materials, level of technology, available economic 
resources, function, and cultural conventions” (Hardin 2011: 15).  
Formation Processes 
Formation processes can be responsible for patterns in the archaeological record 
and obscure those left by past activities of interest to the archaeologists. Therefore, they 
need to be factored in as well (Schiffer 1987). “The factors that create the historic and 
archaeological records are known as formation process” (Schiffer 1987: 7). The materials 
of the archaeological record are affected in three different contexts; the behavioral 
context, the site context, and the archaeological context (Hardin 2010: 28). The 
behavioral context, or Schiffer’s systemic context (Hardin 2010: 28), applies when 
artifacts and refuse have been left either intentionally or unintentionally where they were 
used or in some way were associated with a behavioral context (Reynolds 2012: 50).  
These materials occur in primary refuse, which generally contains small objects, because 
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they have been abandoned where they were used (Schiffer 1987: 18). Also, primary 
refuse may include “de facto” refuse, which includes numerous, mostly restorable or 
reusable artifacts that “are left behind when an activity area is abandoned from the 
systematic or behavioral inventory” (Hardin 2010: 28). These materials may also occur in 
secondary refuse, which refers to archaeological refuse that has been removed from its 
location of use or original deposition (Schiffer 1987: 18). The site context applies when 
artifacts and refuse have been taken from their original use location and interact only with 
the natural environment (Schiffer 1987: 4). “This can result from cultural activities 
during occupation or from factors that disturbed the archaeological record after 
abandonment” (Hardin 2010: 28). Examples of cultural and natural disturbances they 
may be active in behavioral and site contexts include curation, plowing, sweeping, 
dumping, running water, gravity movements, animal activity, etc., and these need to be 
accounted for in order to establish the correct context of the materials, as these factors 
take on an important role (Hardin 2010: 28). “While it is difficult to identify and isolate 
all agents actively affecting archaeological remains, one must make systematic attempts 
to account for as many processes as possible and to assess the degree and nature of any 
depletions of the de facto refuse” (Hardin 2010: 99). I will give more information about 




HOUSEHOLD ARCHAEOLOGY IN THE SOUTHERN LEVANT 
Archaeological ruins of the southern Levant from the Iron II period are very 
useful for examining households, as many are preserved in the archaeological record. 
Well-excavated examples from Tell Halif help us to study households during Iron Age II 
(Hardin 2001: 77). Tell sites provide important archaeological data for household study, 
especially the destruction strata of tells (Hardin 2010: 37). Destruction strata from the 
Iron II period in tells are numerous and well preserved, providing some of the most 
important remains for understanding the past (Hardin 2001: 77). Investigation of the Iron 
Age II levels in sites is more common because of the abundant remains are nearer the 
tops of the tells. Textual resources present additional information about these periods 
(Hardin 2001: 94). The most important data, however, are derived from pillared four 
room houses of the Iron Age II. Many four room houses have been found in destruction 
levels in tells from the southern Levant, including Tell Halif (Hardin 2010: 44). While 
recognizing domestic space is difficult in general, it is relatively easy to identify in Iron 
Age contexts in the southern Levant. Here, houses present isomorphism, consisting of a 
rectangular complex with a broad room established across its back and two or three long 




Four Room House (Pillared Dwelling) 
The four room house is a well-known architectural plan during the Iron Age II in 
the southern Levant. The typical structure of the presumed domestic house is known by 
scholars as “three-room” or “four-room houses”. In addition, Hardin says “in scholarly 
archaeological, historical, and biblical literature about the ancient Near East, the domestic 
structures of the southern Levantine Iron Age are most commonly referred to as… 
pillared dwellings … three-room or four room houses, Israelite houses or Palestinian 
houses” (Hardin 2010:44). (Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1  Plan of typical three and four room houses in the Iron Age II  




Scholars provide fundamental information about household in the Levant. In 
Stager’s work, “The Archaeology of the Family in Ancient Israel,” he uses 
archaeological, ethnographic, and biblical data to understand Iron Age settlements, which 
he believes consist mainly of extended households (Stager 1985). Daviau (1990, 1993) 
generally focused on describing activities carried out in domestic space to understand 
households from earlier periods. Also, Hardin states that Daviau “undertakes a spatial 
analysis of hundreds of archaeological locus groups from the publications of various 
Palestinian sites dating to the 2 millennium B.C.E. (Middle Bronze and Late Bronze 
Ages) in an attempt to identify activity areas in domestic contexts” (Hardin 2010: 8). 
Stager and Daviau both provide some of the earliest attempts to understand better 
domestic space- Daviau on its use and description, and Stager on how enlightening the 
study of household space could be about group organization at the domestic or household 
level (Hardin 2001: 26). Therefore, these works provide a better understanding and 
description of the overall household and especially Iron II households (Hardin 2010: 9). 
As stated above, the most typical parts of the four room house and its subtypes are 
a rectangular, long, broad room, which is placed along the back of the house, and two or 
three long rooms running perpendicularly forward from it (Shiloh 1970: 180, Stager 
1975: 11). The entrance is usually placed in the wall located opposite to the broad room, 
and in the three-room type, the entry normally is placed in the broader of the two long 
rooms (Hardin 2010: 44). These houses’ size is generally from 35 square meters to 80 
square meters (Hardin 2010: 44). However, Stager mentions that Raddana’s structures 
ranged in size from 150 square meters to 350 square meters (Stager 1985: 23). Also, we 
have more examples of large houses in Faust’s (2000) work, “The Rural Community in 
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Ancient Israel during Iron Age II.” The median size of these complexes is around 40 to 
50 square meters (Pritchard 1985: 30-31). Schloen, who worked on the houses on the 
Syrian coast, states that “a typical Israelite joint-family consisted of about 10 persons on 
average or even fewer” (Schloen 2001: 136). Roofed space per person is also debatable, 
Stager gives Naroll’s average 10 square meters per individual (Stager 1985: 18), 
Holladay estimates 21 square meters per person of total roofed area, including stables and 
storage space (Holladay 1992:312), and Shiloh suggests 5-7 square meters of roofed 
space per person (Shiloh 1980, cited in Schloen 2001: 168). Furthermore, Faust and 
Bunimovitz present variances in size between urban settlements, in which nuclear 
families are more typical, and rural ones, in which extended families dominate. For these 
scholars, four room houses express the different social units of Israelite society during the 
Iron Age. Also, they articulate that rural and urban houses vary not only in their size but 
in their planning. Most rural houses are of the classic four room type, even as urban 
houses are of the three room subtype (Faust and Bunimovitz 2003: 26). Moreover, 
according to Faust and Bunimovitz, four room houses reflect an egalitarian ideology 
because all inner rooms have access from the house’s central space (Faust and 
Bunimovitz 2003: 27). This type of house began to be seen around at the end of the 
eleventh century B.C. and continued until the destruction of Judah (586 B.C.), 
approximately 600 years later (Shiloh 1970: 180). This dwelling was very flexible 
without changing its basic architectural plan, possibly serving as a residence for single 
soldiers, nuclear or extended family houses, or administrative buildings (Bunimovitz and 
Faust 2003: 414).  
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There are different opinions about the origin of the four room house. Canaanite 
houses of the courtyard style were typically built in the Late Bronze Age and are different 
from four room type houses, so the dwelling house’s origin is not very well known 
(Hardin 2010:45). Shiloh says, “in the light of the connection between the distribution of 
this type house and the borders of Israelite settlement, and in the light of its period of use 
and architectural characteristics, it would seem that the four room house is an original 
Israelite concept” (Shiloh 1980: 180). The first four room house was found at Tell en-
Nasbeh in 1927. It was thought to be a temple because of the monolithic structural pillars 
(Broshi 1987), which were the same type used with temples (Bunimovitz and Faust 2003: 
411). Also, Thiersch understood the structure as based on the Shechem fortress-temple’s 
plan from the second millennium B.C. (Shiloh 1970: 180). However, G. R. H. Wright 
argues that these Shechem-type temples have three gates to the long rooms, which form 
the main part of the structures, but “the four-room type is centered upon the back room 
which the temples lack altogether” (Shiloh 1970: 181).  
Some scholars tied the house’s origin to different areas outside of Judah and Israel 
(Hardin 2010: 45). Oren (1978) discovered Philistine pottery at Tell esh-Sharia and 
Ibrahim (1975) explored Iron I and II pillared houses at Sahab, southeast of Amman, 
while Kelm and Mazar (1979) excavated a large house separated by wooden pillars at 
Tell Batashi (Stager 1985: 17). Therefore, the pillared dwelling, which is thought to be 
Israelite in the Iron Age I, could have derived from the Canaanites (Stager 1985: 17). 
Fritz and Kempinski (1983) argue that these common pillared dwellings came from 
prototypes of tents which were used by Israelites when they were seminomadic (Stager 
1985: 17). The earliest examples of pillared houses that were dated to the twelfth century 
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B.C. are from the Hill Country and the Negev Desert (Hardin 2010: 45). In the earliest 
stages, they existed in small groups in an area mostly unpopulated before this time 
(Hardin 2001: 111). The rapid settlement of the highland of Judah and semi-desert 
environments of the central and north Negev with semicircular or circular four room 
house compounds is seen as proof that these people were pastoral nomads (Fritz and 
Kempinski 1983: 34-38). Therefore, these scholars asserted that four room houses could 
come from the tents or huts of the pastoral nomads (Hardin 2010: 46). 
Other scholars, such as Gottwald (1979) and Mendenhall (1973), argue for 
different origins. “They see the new highland and desert settlements as the culmination of 
the efforts of people from lowland Canaanite urban centers, perhaps displaced peasants in 
search of autonomy of sorts” (Hardin 2010: 46). E. Netzer (1992: 193) says the form was 
derived from a simple broad room and a courtyard common in Canaanite domestic 
architecture. 
None of these perspectives have built a consensus. For the present, the pillared 
house belongs to the region of the southern Levant (Hardin 2010: 46).  And, this type of 
house becomes the main structure for much of the area, mainly in small Iron Age II 
states, which are connected later with Judah and Israel (Hardin 2010: 46). There are a lot 
of other elements of village or town planning during the Iron II: administrative 
complexes, city walls, water retrieval and storage systems, large food-storage facilities, 
etc. (Hardin 2010: 46). Whether settlements had a regular plan or not, the principal 
architectural form is the same, the four room house (Hardin 2010: 47). Therefore, during 
the Iron II, it is clear that the four room house overlaps Israelite settlement. On the other 
hand, there are few four room houses seen outside of the Israelite region (Faust and 
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Bunimovitz 2003: 30). The four room house and its subtypes are seen in the Iron Age I 
period, when it became a standard house plan. Well-known forms of the house are seen in 
the Iron Age II period, and it became more popular in the same period with no distinction 
for any social class. The four room house type disappeared with the destruction of Israel 
and Judah, around 586 B.C. (Faust and Bunimovitz 2003: 30). 
The construction materials consisted of stone, wood, reed, and mud in ancient 
Israel (King and Stager 2001: 21). Stone was the more durable material, so the bases of 
the dwellings’ walls were most often built of stone and covered with sun-dried mud brick 
(Hardin: 2010: 47). Ashlar masonary is a stone type, cut and dressed on all six sides 
(King and Stager 2001: 22). It was generally used for private houses only for corners, 
doorways, and pillars in earlier periods, but in later periods it became very common to 
use worked stones in houses (Faust 2013: 303). Besides ashlar, the pier-and-rubble 
technique was also used for constructing outer walls. This technique, borrowed from the 
Phoenicians, served a specific purpose. It was designed to survive shock waves from 
earthquakes. It also was cheaper than ashlar construction (Stager 1985: 12-13). Although 
Israelite house building techniques were diverse in earlier periods, there was a common 
way of building characteristic of Israel and Judah during Iron Age II that also served in 
accordance with local necessities for several centuries (Schloen 2001: 137). 
The stone bases of walls normally consisted of 3-6 courses of, usually, uncut 
fieldstones. This is the most widely known construction technique (Hardin 2010: 47). 
Construction of interior walls used bricks (Faust 2013: 303). “Exterior walls are almost 
always two stones wide (approximately 0.5-1 meter), and this is usually the case for 
interior walls, but walls one stone wide (approximately 0.25- 0.75 meter) are also known. 
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Upon these stone foundations, mud bricks were laid to the desired height and covered 
with a mud-chaff plaster on both interior and exterior surfaces” (Hardin 2010: 47). In 
addition, a row of piers or pillars divided long rooms, and carried either the roof or upper 
story. (Stager 1985: 11). “The use of pillars allowed for shared air space and visibility 
between the two separated rooms/chambers and facilitated communication between 
rooms, while simultaneously allowing the space to be spanned by a roof of some type” 
(Hardin 2010: 47).  Building materials and construction techniques vary between regions 
because every region does not have the same materials that were used to build pillars 
(Hardin 2010: 47). “Pillars were often made of a single piece of square or rectangular-
shaped limestone standing over one-meter-high (width = approximately 0.25-0.75 
meter)” (Hardin 2010:47-48). They were also made with stacks of fieldstones, mudbricks, 
etc. Besides, sometimes nonstructural walls were used between pillars or an outer wall 
and a pillar to divide the space (Hardin 2010: 48). 
The ceilings of the houses are not well known because there are almost no intact 
archaeological materials to provide information about that feature. The ceiling was built 
of different materials, but timber is a well-known roofing material (Faust 2013: 303). In 
ancient Israel, timber was abundant in many areas and was the common material to cover 
“roof beams, joints, as well as window frames, lintels, doors, and door jambs” (King and 
Stager 2001: 24). In addition to timber, “reeds or branches were also used in roof 
construction by being placed on the wooden rafters to serve as a base for a plaster 
covering” (King and Stager 2001: 24).  King and Stager say that timbers less than five 
meters long served as beams in ceiling (King and Stager 2001: 24). Although data on 
ceilings are limited, Callaway talks about Ai’s ceiling construction. The pillars supported 
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roof or ceiling beams that measured 1.60 meters above the floor (Callaway 1976: 29). 
Also, during excavation at Tell en-Nasbeh, McCown discovered a row of capped pillars 
that were 1.10 meters above the floor (McCown 1947: 213). The other example comes 
from ‘Atar Haro’a, where Cohen found pillars that were about 1.80- 2.00 meters above 
the floor level (Cohen 1970: 11, cited in Hardin 2010: 48). Wright mentions layers of 
floor plaster from the Shechem excavation (Wright 1978: 153), and also Albright found a 
number of roof rollers, 65-90 cm, at Tell Beit Mirsim (Albright 1943: 51-52). During 
excavation at Tell es-Sa’idiyeh and Tell en-Nasbeh, ceiling materials were discovered 
(Pritchard 1985, cited in Hardin 2010: 48). 
As I mentioned above, the four room house consists of a broad room, and long 
rooms. I will describe these components of the four room house below. Each room in the 
four room house was organized for specific purposes, and sometimes for more than one 
activity (Reynolds 2012: 44). Functions of the rooms are multiple because room use 
could change over time based on seasonal needs (Brody 2011: 252). 
Broad Room 
The broad room often was divided into at least two rooms, the size of which 
varies from less than 1 meter up to 6-8 meters (Hardin 2010: 48). Faust states that 
“variation also existed in the form of the inner division(s) of the various spaces; in many 
cases some of the spaces were further subdivided into smaller rooms, and the actual 
number of rooms varies greatly” (Faust 2013: 304). This change in plan facilitated the 
changing necessities of a family during its lifecycle (Faust 2013: 304). During the Iron II, 
one of the functions of the broad room was often defense of the settlement, as part of a 
casemate wall where the broad room was actually built into the city wall. “The roof of the 
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broad room provided an excellent platform from which to defend the city during times to 
attack or siege” (Hardin 2010: 49). The broad room was mainly believed to be for storage 
(King and Stager 2001: 29, Hardin 2010: 49). In some examples, the large part of the 
room was used for the main living activities associated with sleeping, eating, and 
entertaining (Hardin 2010:49). The floor of the room often was very well constructed, 
which is why the room was considered a living room. However, some scholars think that 
the living activities took place on a second floor (Stager 1985: 16), so even if the broad 
room has a well-constructed floor, it could have been used as a storage room (Hardin 
2010: 50).  
Long Rooms 
The long rooms project forward from the broad room, and consist of two or three 
in number (Shiloh 1970: 181). These long rooms were placed on both sides of the house, 
sometimes paralleled a courtyard, and were covered by a low roof (Hardin 2010: 50). 
One of these ground floor long rooms was possibly used as a domestic stable (Stager 
1985: 14). When they served as stables, these rooms’ floors were covered with 
flagstones, which makes it easy to remove manure (Stager 1985: 12; Hardin 2010: 50). 
This type of architecture was seen at ‘Ai, where “a few of the pillared houses had small 
arched passageways, no more than 0.80 meter high and wide, which led into the side 
rooms” (Stager 1985: 12). They were built in this way to lead in small animals, like sheep 
and goats. There are several examples that were given to show how this type of 
architecture differs from site to site, such as Beersheba, Hazor, Megiddo, and Lachish 
(Hardin 2010: 50; Stager 1985: 12).  
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The Central Room 
The central room is the most debated part of the pillared house. “This room, 
flanked on one or both sides by additional long rooms, normally consisted of a packed 
earthen floor and was frequently the room through which the compound was entered” 
(Hardin 2010: 51). It is possible to find in these rooms installations, hearths, ovens, 
different grinding stone types, and different types of bins that were made from mud and 
cobble (Hardin 2010: 51). Therefore, we can say that several household activities took 
place in this central room, “including food preparation, storage, and work activities- 
especially activities involved with household or family production and consumption” 
(Hardin 2010: 51). Previously, the central room was thought to be an open courtyard 
(Faust 2013: 304). However, a number of other scholars believe that they were not 
covered with a roof, while others claim that these central rooms were roofed. Notably, 
Stager (1985), Netzer (1992), and Holladay (1992) said they were roofed, for which they 
provided strong circumstancial evidence. 
Stager (1985) gave five reasons why he considered the central room to have been 
roofed: 1) During winter months, the courtyard would have been uncomfortable and 
unusable because of cold and rain. 2) More than half the house would have been 
uncovered, so there was no covered floor space for dining, or sleeping even for a small 
nuclear family. 3) Iron I and II houses’ stone base walls and size of the pillars are enough 
to carry an upper floor. 4) At Tell Beit Mirsim (Albright 1943: 51), Tell en-Nasbeh 
(McCown 1947: 62), Beersheva (Beit- Arieh 1973: 31), and Hazor (Yadin 1972:184), 
well-preserved stone stairs were found that presumably provided access to an upper story 
or roof. Also, Stager states that wooden steps and ladders could have been used for the 
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upper story. 5) “Structural reasons best account for the regular spacing between pillars 
within rows, between rows of pillars themselves, and between rows of pillars and outer 
walls of Iron Age houses (as well as tripartite public buildings)” (Stager 1985: 15). 
“Technically, there is no reason why these rather narrow spaces could not have been 
spanned by either stone or timber joists to produce completely-roofed houses” (Stager 
1985: 15). Evidence from Shechem inludes a timber ceiling discovered in the courtyard, 
while at Ta’anach, a drainpipe was found, supporting Stager’s idea (Hardin 2010:51). At 
Tell el-Umiri near Amman, remains of second floor were found in the central room (King 
and Stager 35). Such evidence provides proof that the central space was not open-air. In 
addition to archaeological data, King and Stager (2001: 35) gives examples of houses 
with upper stories from several biblical stories; 1 Sam.  9:25-26, 1 Kings 17: 19, 2 Sam. 
11:2, and 2 Kings 23:12. All of these sources are dated to the Iron Age, although some 
may have been redacted. 
Holladay also believes that the four room house was completely roofed because it 
provides just enough space for a nuclear family (Hardin 2010: 52). Besides, he states that 
the lower space was used primarily in economic activities, stabling and storage, so there 
was no room for living area where eating, sleeping and entertaining took place (Holladay 
1992: 312-14). Thus, the roof separates the living area from the economic area (Holladay 
1992: 132, cited in Hardin 2010: 52). Holladay goes one step further and states that even 
cooking may have shown up in the upper story (Holladay 1992:309). 
On the other hand, Netzer worked on the Iron Age house’s architectural plan and 
he states that if the house had a second floor, the central space had to be covered to move 
around a second floor (Netzer 1992: 197). Connection between the upper story and lower 
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central space was provided by a staircase. Light was provided to the lower floor by 
windows and an entryway, and these openings let air circulation through the whole 
structure (Hardin 2010: 52). When we look at the archaeological data such as staircases, 
thickness of walls, strong pillars, and the strong structure of the ceiling of the first floor 
from different sites, it makes a strong case for Stager, Holladay and Netzer’s views 
concerning a roofed central space. However, it cannot be said that this is correct for all 
cases (Figures 2 and 3). 
 
Figure 2 Possible reconstruction for the roof of the four room house  




Figure 3 Possible reconstruction for the second floor and roof of the four room house. 






Excavation Methods in Field IV  
In order to understand how space functioned in the K8 House at Tell Halif, spatial 
analysis of the archaeological materials was undertaken. Spatial analysis as used here 
refers to the three dimensional recording of archaeological material within the specific 
site (Hardin 2010: 26). It can help elucidate patterns in archaeological data that can be 
used to reconstruct past activities. It is a good way of describing past human actions and 
activity areas because it gives attention to the description of patterns in the material ruins 
that are conserved in the archaeological remains (Hardin 2010: 26). Spatial analysis has 
been an important part of Tell Halif’s Field IV excavations. It provides an extensive view 
of specific contexts, and a basis for evaluation of the assemblages of artifacts found in 
buildings, so while excavation was being done, spatial relationships were carefully 
recorded (Hardin 2010: 31; Reynolds 2012: 54). Artifacts were collected very carefully, 
and the relationships between floors, walls, artifacts, and other materials were recognized 
by giving close attention to stratigraphic excavation with careful recording to preserve the 
spatial information (Hardin 2010: 31). The Wheeler/Kenyon technique was applied, with 
a five-meter grid of squares laid out over the entire area. By using ¼ inch mesh screen, 
floors and covering debris were sifted to collect even the smallest fragments of materials 
as possible. In addition to the ¼ inch mesh screen, soil samples were taken from all floors 
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and surfaces (Hardin 2010: 31). Also, the “magic square” technique was applied. “The 
magic square is a simple device created from half-inch PVC pipe, measuring 4 square 
meters” (Hardin 2010: 31). It creates up to 32 50-cm squares that cover an actual part of 
an excavation area to establish a grid (leaving out the 1 meter balks left standing between 
excavation units). This allows for well-systematized excavation and more correct location 
designations (Reynolds 2012: 54).  
Identifying the Form of Domestic Space  
In order to describe uses of domestic space, material remains of domestic space 
and where these materials occur in archaeological sites have to be defined. The domestic 
space employed by households is generally described by architectural units. This unit, 
which was occupied by household members, identifies where many activities took place 
(Hardin 2010: 14). Also, identifying the architectural structure of the Iron Age houses in 
the southern Levant is easier because houses in this region show a great deal of 
isomorphism, as described above (Hardin 2010: 16). The locus of domestic space in the 
Iron Age southern Levant has been established with great certitude and will not be 
readdressed here. While the form of domestic space has been established (Hardin 2010: 
14) I will specifically attempt to see if the patterns in the archaeological remains within 
the house allow us to identify the activities taking place therein, and if these can establish 
the occupation (Shiloh 1970).  
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Sources of Data for Determining Use of Domestic Space  
Nonceramic Data  
Microartifacts provide another important source of data to identify activities and 
they help to assess what type of reductions of the de facto refuse may have taken the 
place. Microartifacts can be helpful because they generally rest near place of their 
production (Hardin 2010: 56). Microartifacts were collected from all living floors and 
surfaces in Unit K8, L8, K9 and L9 in Field IV at Tell Halif during the 1992 and 1993 
field seasons, and analyzed by Arlene Rosen (1992, 1993). Arlene Rosen collected and 
identified samples from each floor of the K8 House. Samples were taken by scraping a 
ca. 25 cm surface area down to a depth of ca. 1 cm and collecting the resulting sediment 
in a clean plastic bag. The material was washed through a 0.25 mm sifter, waited to dry, 
and then resifted through a set of nested sieves resulting in six size sections of 30-10 mm, 
5.00 mm, 2.00 mm, 1.00 mm, 0.5 mm, and 0.25 mm. Each size fraction was tested under 
a stereo-binocular microscope, and the percentage of different groups of artifacts was 
determined with the support of visual percentage charts (Dig Master).  
Other artifacts, including nonportable objects, help us to infer activities (Hardin 
2010: 56). Nonportable artifacts include stone platforms, mortars, saddle querns, ovens, 
hearths, bins and pits. Additionally, we have some portable artifacts that also are helpful 
for inferring house and household activities. These include lithic artifacts, such as 
grinding tools, blades, and debitage, and other remains such as spindle whorls, arrow 
points, needles, plowshares, bone tools, weaving shuttles, shells, floral remains, clay 
artifacts, stoppers, figurines, and loom weights, all of which are present in Field IV at 
Tell Halif (Hardin 2010: 57). All of these materials will be helpful for determining the 
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activities that took place in the house that covers units K8, K9, L8 and L9 at Tell Halif. 
This house will be referred to as the K8 House, which is at the opposite end of Field IV 
from the F7 House published by Hardin (2010). 
Hardin worked to classify formation processes and how they affected the 
archaeological materials of Tell Halif (Reynolds 2012: 52-53), following Montgomery’s 
methods (1994) for identifying formation processes in the behavioral, archaeological and 
site contexts (Hardin 2010: 32). Firstly, possible formation processes were listed, 
followed by testing to determine which processes were most active on artifacts and had 
disturbed the remains most significantly (Hardin 2010: 33; Reynolds 2012:53). Cultural 
processes included depositional processes and reclamation processes, including the 
possible removal of a pillar and parts of walls. Natural processes involved wind and 
water actions (Reynolds 2012: 68-69). In fact, the back room of the K8 House was most 
dramatically affected from natural processes, such as erosion of the western side of the 
tell, but much behaviorally relevant information is preserved in the K8 archaeological 




Figure 4 Plan of the K8 House with location of disturbances.  




Ceramics were used as a major source of data to identify and explain household 
activities at Tell Halif. Due to the fact that ceramics are plentiful in the archaeological 
remains, they provide very important information about households. “Many culturally 
determined choices are made when ceramics are produced, including choices of form, 
style, distribution, and function in a behavioral system” (Hardin 2010: 57). Producing 
ceramics is affordable with basic level technology, so they were used for domestic 
activities such as food preparation, serving, and storage (Reynolds 2012: 57).  
Analyzing Ceramics  
The de facto ceramic assemblage is the main data source used for identifying 
activities that took place in the K8 House because these ceramics possibly reflect 
everyday activities that were carried out there (Hardin 2010: 64). Schiffer states that “de 
facto refuse consists of artifacts from the systemic inventory, often still usable, that are 
left behind on occupation surfaces when people abandon activity areas, structures, and 
settlements” (Schiffer 1985: 18). Previous work on the de facto ceramic assemblage 
emphasized whole vessel reconstruction (Hardin 2010: 64), so I will set up the vessels 
based on their descriptions in the excavation reports from each season. Every sherd 
already has been assigned a number that is related to a vessel, which is then described 
(form, manufacture technique, color, firing) as a whole vessel. Then, I count the sherds, 
while the last process is drawing and taking photos of these vessels. Also, in order to 
compare these vessels with those from other sites and other fields at Tell Halif, I separate 
vessels into typological and functional groups. The categories of pottery vessels are 
grouped as follows: 1) storage jars with restricted necks; 2) pithoi with large, unrestricted 
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orifices; 3) jug, decanters, and amphoriskoi; 4) large, medium, and small bowls; 5) 
cooking jugs and pots; 6) lamps; 7) funnels; 8) strainers; 9) stands; and 10) other. The 
sherd assemblage unassociated with vessels, a second ceramic group, will not be used as 
a major source of data to identify household activities that were carried out at Tell Halif. 
Analyzing the sherd assemblage is different from the de facto assemblage. I use the 
excavation reports from the 1992 and 1993 field seasons and the daily notes that were 
kept during excavations of Field IV K8, K9, L8, L9 units during these field seasons. 
These reports and daily notes will contribute more information about where materials 
were found and what the relationship is between materials and household activities that 
were undertaken in that area. 
Determining a Vessel’s Function 
Defining the functions of the vessels helps us to show the activities performed in 
the house (Reynolds 2012: 57). There are different features of the vessels that allow us to 
analyze their use including, among others, shape, other aspects of form, use-wear, raw 
materials, and manufacturing methods (Hardin 2010: 60). Cross-cultural ethnographic 
data show that “these studies have found that there are certain features of vessels that are 
commonly associated with particular types of functional vessels” (Reynolds 2012: 58-
59). Cooking pots, serving and eating vessels, and liquid storage vessels have different 
shapes and forms to support their intended purposes (Hardin 2010: 60). Also, some 
analytical techniques from the hard sciences, such as liquid and gas chromatography may 
be used to determine the function of vessels (Hardin 2010: 61) by showing what they 
held (Hardin 2010: 61; Reynolds 2012: 59). All these procedures will give me a chance to 
do more accurate research on vessels that were found in Field IV at Tell Halif. Residue 
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analysis was used on vessels from the F7 Dwelling from Tell Halif, and provided more 
accurate assessment of activities that took place there. I will give more information about 
this in chap. 6. 
In a nutshell, by analyzing portable and non-portable artifacts, firstly, I identify 
specific activities that have been carried out within the K8 House. Secondly, using data 
from these analyzed artifacts, especially ceramic vessels and their functions but also other 
macroartifact classes and microartifact data where available, will demonstrate the spatial 
organization of activities within the house. Finally, results will be compared with those 
from the F7 house that was located nearby and analyzed by Hardin. 
Description of Archaeological Materials 
The materials discussed include pottery and other artifacts (Appendices A, B, C, 
and D). Pottery and other objects are shown with their drawings by plate numbers. 
Ceramic descriptions of the ceramics follow Dever and Lance (1978). The following list 
shows the attributes recorded in the pottery descriptions: 
1) Technique; handmade, wheelmade, etc. 
2) Ware Paste: 
a) Color (Munsell Soil Color Charts were used) 
b) Inclusions, also known as temper or grit, were observed via x10 magnification 
with the use of a hand lens. 
Sand shows up as sand particles 
Lime shows up as white, chalky limestone particles 
Ceramic (grog) shows up as angular red or black particles 
Crystal (grit) shows up as angular “sparkling” particles 
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Organic (temper) shows up as straw or straw impressions in the fabric 
Shell shows up as shell particles 
 Established standards determine the size (small, medium, large) and the 
frequency of appearance (few, some, many) of inclusions follows Seger 1978. 
 
c) Firing, to observe carbon discoloration at the center of the sherd (no core, 
light gray core, dark gray core). 
d) Hardness is measured by using Moh’s Scale scratch tests (soft, 3, hard, 4-6, or 
metallic, 7). 
3) Ware Surface (interior or exterior) 
a) Color (Munsell) 
b) Treatment (wash, slip, burnish, paint and color). 
4) Notation, in order to know the sherd count, the number of individual sherds 
involved in the reconstruction of the vessel and weight, the total vessel weight in 
grams is recorded to establish relative percentages of materials.  
Also, the Lahav Research Project established a field operation guidebook (Seger 1980) 
that includes how material should be described.  
1) Composition: the material from which the objects is made 
2) Color; denoted using a Munsell color chart 
3) Dimensions: three-dimensional measurements, including length, width, thickness, 
height, diameter in centimeters. 




HISTORY OF TELL HALIF 
Location 
Tell Halif is located at the junctions of some major ancient trade roads (Reynolds 
2012: 84). It is positioned on a small mount about 490 meters above sea level, and it sits 
between the Judean Hills near Mount Hebron and the northern boundary of the Negev 
desert (Hardin 2010: 84) (See Figure 5). 
 
Figure 5 Location of Tell Halif and other settlements in Southern Israel.  




The earliest excavations at the tell occurred in 1962 as a salvage project managed 
by the Department of Antiquities of Israel. During road construction, a late Roman period 
cemetery was discovered (Hardin 2010 88). Long-term research started at Tel Halif in 
1976 with the Lahav Research Project. This project involved group of American 
institutions and scholars who began studying Halif and its surroundings using local 
survey, excavation, and ethnographic research (Hardin 2010: 89). Dr. Joe Seger (Cobb 
Institute of Archaeology, Mississippi State University) directed Phase I and Phase II of 
the Lahav Project. The goal of this research was to set a stratigraphic history of Halif and 
integrate environmental factors into analysis of the site (Dig Master). Phase III (1992, 
1993) was under the co-direction of Dr. Paul F. Jacobs (Mississippi State University) and 
Dr. Oded Borowski (Emory University). A final season of Phase III (1999) was directed 
by Dr. Paul Jacobs. The purpose of the research in Phase III was to obtain detailed 
information from Field IV Iron II-period remains (Dig Master). (See Figure 6). Phase IV 
(2007-09; 2014–present), under the direction of Oded Borowski, continues to discover 
remains from the 8th century BCE, adding additional information about the nature of 




Figure 6 Tell Halif topographic map with Field IV excavation area circled.  
(Taken from Dig Master). 
 
Site Occupation 
Tell Halif was occupied from the Chalcolithic through the Byzantine and Islamic 
periods (Hardin 2010: 89) (See Figure 5). Nineteen major strata were discovered, 
yielding information about the different occupations at Tell Halif (Hardin 2010: 89). The 
first and earliest settlements, Strata XIX-XVI (3500-2900 BCE), occupied the eastern 
terrace, at first in natural caves and later in house buildings that comprised a small village 
(itellhalif). During the transitional period from EBII to EBIIIA (Stratum XV), the site 
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was a well-planned settlement with fortification walls. This settlement ended around 
2500 B.C.E. (Hardin 2010: 91-92). The site lay abandoned until 1500 B.C.E. During the 
Late Bronze period, it was resettled, as represented in strata XI- VIII (Hardin 2010: 92). 
Building remains and artifacts from this period include an Egyptian-style residence 
(itellhalif). Stratum VII accumulated during the Iron I period, however, there are few 
archaeological data available for this period at the site (Hardin 2010: 92). The Iron II 
period, represented in stratum VI, is the best preserved and understood archaeological 
stratum at the site (Hardin 2010: 92). Hardin states, “during the Iron Age II, the Tell Halif 
settlement was one of a number of settlements characteristic of the extensive and 
intensive development of the northern Negev and southern Shephelah” (Hardin 2010: 
92). Iron II-period remains at the site include a fortification system, pillared dwellings, 
and a plastered cistern (Hardin 2010: 192). The occupation was ended by fire in the late 
eighth century B.C.E. Also, the tell was reoccupied during the Persian, Hellenistic, 










The K8 House 
The K8 House is an example of a “three room” or “four room house” plan type 
from Stratum VI, Tell Halif, Field IV. It is a typical rectangular complex, the surviving 
foundation of which measured north to south approximately 7.5 meters, and east to west 




Figure 8 Plan of the K8 House with rooms identified by number  
(Taken from Dig Master). 
 
The broad room (back room, Room 1) was placed in the western end of the house, 
and was not preserved because it had eroded down the western slope of the tell. However, 
it is clearly seen that the eastern ¾ of the complex contain three long rooms, which were 
divided by two rows of three pillars. One of the three long rooms was placed on the south 
side of the complex and was subdivided into two sections; the first section, Room 6, was 
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divided by a wall between the outer wall L8013 and pillar L8011 (Figure 8). There may 
be a doorway, L8019, between the end of wall L8012 and cross wall L8002 to provide 
access from outside. The second section, the southwestern side of this long room, Room 
3, was divided by a pillar. Another long room was placed along the north side of the 
complex. It was divided into three sections; the first section, the northeastern side of the 
room, Room 5, was separated by pillars from the central space, and by a solid wall from 
the Room 4. The second section was in the middle of the long room, Room 4, was 
divided from Rooms 2 and 5 by solid walls. The last section, the northwestern end of 
long room, Room 2, was separated by solid walls on three sides and by pillars from the 
central space. It was connected to the central space by a doorway. The K8 House thus 
was divided into six rooms and a central space as described above (Figure 8) and nine 
different activity areas were distinguished and identified in these rooms (Figure 9). Paul 
Jacobs states that this house could have been built against or into the inner face of the 
town’s fortification structure, but both the western wall of the house and fortification wall 
are missing (Dig Master). However, the fortification wall, now, has been identified 








Figure 10 Plan of the K8 House with a locus number and some feature identifications. 
 
The wall construction method varies at Iron Age sites in Judah; the K8 House 
includes different type of walls, some built of mudbricks mixed with stones, some built of 
dry-laid fieldstones with some mortar, and some built of small to large boulder-sized field 
stones on the stone foundation. Also, the floors were generally made of cobbles and 
earth. Many artifacts were found on the floors of the rooms described above in the K8 
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House. Some of these artifacts are non-portable, including a bin, an oven, and grinding 
equipment. Many portable objects were also found, including weaving implements, loom 
weights, figurines, faunal remains, seed remains, and restorable ceramic vessels. These 
materials also be considered when identifying activity areas. The vessel assemblages 
from the K8 House are similar to those from F7 Dwelling also at Field IV at Tell Halif 
which Hardin worked on, and other southern Judah sites such as Beer Sheva Stratum II, 
Lachish Level III, and Tell Beit Mirsim Stratum A. All of these date to the late 8th 
century B.C.E. (Hardin 2012: 527-28). It can be clearly seen that production and 
distribution of ceramics took place in an integrated system, as they are very similar 
among the sites in the Halif region.  
Furthermore, one of the most important artifact types that was used to identify 
which activities took place in the dwelling were microartifacts (Figure 11). There have 
been many different types or theses recovered from the K8 House, such as fish bone, 
animal bone, cereals, legumes, bird eggshell, flint, beach rock mortar fragments, remains 
of cooked meals, weed stems, floral parts impressed in clay, and carbonized seeds. By 
collecting and analyzing the microartifacts, the location of activities that took place 
within the house is better understood. Hardin says that “it is interesting to compare 
Arlene’s interpretations of these diachronic data from the built-up of floors with those 
based on the synchronic de facto refuse” (Hardin 2012: 528). Therefore, microartifacts 
are an important resource for identifying where normal daily activities took place, 
because it is possible that the de facto refuse was not associated with typical use. It is 
possible that typical activities were truncated, with the de facto refuse being associated 




Figure 11 Plan of the K8 House with location of microartifacts samples. 
 
All artifacts from the destruction remains and the floors were collected and 
documented in 50 cm units. Artifacts were recorded one by one, and their relationships to 
the floors and other objects were recognized and described (Hardin 2012: 529). This 
analysis was done by Hardin in the Cobb at MSU from 1995 to 1998. Moreover, all soil 
excavated from the K8 House was sifted and the artifacts were related to their find spots. 
All these processes have been done to provide significant spatial data, and “to allow for 
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the rigorous study of sources of variation to avoid introducing variability and patterning 
into the archaeological record that were not associated with the past behaviors of the 
household members” (Hardin 2012: 529). 
Jacobs did the restoration, Hardin analyzed the vessels, artifacts, and established 
their find locations, and I identified activity areas in the K8 House, it is easy to infer how 
the space was used, and who occupied this space, but slightly more difficult to say how 
these people and their activities were organized. The locations of artifacts in the K8 
House help to identify activity areas within the house, which are described in terms of 
“their composition, their relative density, number of artifact clusters and other remains, 
organized relationships that existed in space between architecture, features, and artifacts, 
and in terms of the locations and relative amounts of space utilized for each area” (Hardin 
2012: 530). Below, the description of archaeological remains from every room is 
presented. 
Room 1 
Room 1, the broad room, was located in the western end of the house and was 
missing because of eroding the slope of the hill. Therefore, there are no archaeological 
remains can be presented from Room 1. 
Room 2 
Room 2, Area A, is the one of the north long room’s subdivisions. Inside, the 
room space measured about 1.5 meters x 2.1 meters, or 3.15 square meters. It is 
surrounded on three sides by dry laid fieldstone 2-3 rows wide and 2-4 courses high (Loci 
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K9002, K9003, and K9005) (Figures 10 and 12). The K9005 wall ended at a pillar base 
(Locus; K9010). 
 
Figure 12 View of the Room 2, Activity Area A, looking west. 
 
The floor (Locus K9004) of Area A was not well-preserved because of its 
proximity to the modern surface of the tell, but it consists of compacted clay. Also, the 
floor was covered by ash and burned brick detritus. This ash debris could have been the 
remains of the roof. This layer was about 5 cm thick at the east side of the room and 20 
cm thick at the west side near the wall. This layer separated from floor materials to the 
other destruction materials that were provided by collapsing walls and burned debris. 
There were various ceramic vessels and other artifacts found in this destruction 
debris and on the floor. The few restorable artifacts from Area A included one juglet and 
one bowl, but there were a lot of different types of pottery sherds lying on the floor; 
numerous bowl sherds, jug sherds, cooking pot sherds, and a few krater sherds. Other 
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types of artifacts found on the floor include one discarded loom weight and, significantly 
a plow point, which evidently points to the family who lived in this complex being 
occupied in farming. Also, there were several microartifacts from the room: a modest 
amount of cereal remains, bone fragments, and a considerable quantity of iron fragments, 
all iron fragments showing the existence of iron implements in the complex (Rosen 
1992). Other microartifact samples that were taken from Room 2 produced flint chips, 
fish bones, and charred seed. Other macro artifacts found in the debris above the floor 
include a grinding stone, a ballista, and a figurine fragment.  
Based on these artifacts and their spatial organization, a number of activities can 
be inferred for Room 2, Area A. Even though there are number of bowl, jug and krater 
sherds, the room is very small to use for food serving and consumption for even a nuclear 
family. The iron plow and iron fragments provide evidence that an activity related to iron 
work took place in this area. That is why I believe that this room could have been used 
for storage and repair of iron materials. I can assume that the members of this complex 
could have repaired a plow to make it ready to work. Also, Dever (2012: 173) states that 
men and old boys could have made or repaired their tools during off seasons in the year 
and stocked them nearby. This was determined by numerous ethnographic and textual 
studies. 
Room 3 
Room 3 is the longest room of the complex, and there is one activity area included 
in it, Area B. The room is divided (Locus L9002) from the central space in southern part 
of the house by a pillar. The western side of the room has been completely destroyed by 
erosion down the western slope of the tell. Room 3, Area B, measured about 2.43 meters 
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x 1.75 meters, or 4.25 square meters, and the floor (Locus L9003) was constructed of 
small and large cobble-sized field stones with different boulder-sized stones. The floor 
surface in this room was dry-laid. Paul Jacobs says that the mortar of the surface may 
have been destroyed by erosion (Dig Master). The south side of the room was surrounded 
by a dry-laid, cobble-sized fieldstone stone wall that ran E-W (Locus L9005). This wall 
was two to three rows wide and three courses high, but the western portion was not 
preserved due to erosion on the west slope of the tell. The destruction layers were 
comprised of loosely compacted burned brick detritus, black ash and charred wood. The 
depth of destruction debris was ca. 15 cm at the east side. Also, this area had been 
significantly disturbed by roots and animal burrowing. Several artifacts were found in the 
destruction debris and on the floors, including three bowls, one jug, and different types of 
pottery sherds lay on the floor, including sherds from a storage jar, a bowl, a juglet, and a 
decanter. Other types of artifacts found on the floor include two loom weights, a pounder 
or pestle, and an arrow point discovered in the destruction debris. Items associated with 
second floor or roof found in the destruction debris above layer identified as the burned 
roof. An installation (Locus L9008) was unearthed in Area B, and measured 33 cm x 25 
cm wide and 12 cm deep. It consists of a storage cavity that was stone-lined and covered 
with a flat stone below surface L9003, alongside wall L9005. The installation (L9008) 




Figure 13 Installation from Room 3, Activity Area B. 
 
Furthermore, as an architectural form, there is a monolithic pillar present (Locus; 
L9002) which was cut from local limestone. It could have carried a second floor or roof, 
and measured 73 cm x 43 cm wide and 80 cm high. Pillar L9002 is directly related to the 
uncovered pillars in areas L8 and K8. Although the western side of Area B was 
destroyed, a wall line (Locus; L9010) that was exposed in the west balk of the area could 
have been the base of the western edge of the house.  
Based on the artifacts found in Area B, it can be inferred that this room was used 
as a living room because of numerous ceramic vessels. The function of ceramic vessels 
that were found in this room was food serving and consumption. In addition to a large 
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number of vessels including a bowl, a jug, a juglet, a decanter, and jar sherds, three 
restorable bowls, and one jug support the hypothesis that Room 3 could have been used 
for food serving and consumption. Henrickson and McDonald give ethnographic 
examples about ceramic form and function, and mention individual-sized and family-
sized bowls. Family sized bowls are three times larger than individual sized bowls 
(Henrickson and McDonald 1983: 632). Also an installation with de facto artifacts 
provides another sample associated with food processing and consumption in Area B. 
Unfortunately, there were no microartifact samples taken from this room. This 
installation could have been used during winter months because cooking activities 
commonly were carried out in an inside area because of weather conditions (Kramer 
1982). In addition, jugs could have been used for liquid serving and consumption. Also, 
decanters found in the area likely were used to serve liquid. This is one of few rooms 
with enough space to gather all family members. Therefore, the room could have been 
used as a living room and associated with food consumption. Jar sherds found in this 
room show that a jar or jars could have been used for storage. Furthermore, the two loom-
weights could possibly be jar stoppers, as larger loom weights “fit nicely into the mouth 
of the typical fat-bellied storage jar, the most common Philistine wine jar found in 
Ashkelon” (Stager 2011: 6; see also Homan 2004: 89).  
 Room 4 
Room 4, Area C, is one of the better-preserved areas regarding archaeological 
remains in the complex. Area C is surrounded on three sides by walls. On the north 
(Locus K8007) is a wall of dry-laid boulder sized fieldstones 75 cm wide with 2- 3 rows 
and some rubble fill. The west wall (Locus K9002) is bounded with Wall K8007, and the 
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east wall (Locus; K8014) adjoins Wall K8007 from the south. Also there is a pillar in the 
northeast corner of Area C. Area C measures approximately 1.60 meters x 1.25 meters or 
2.5 square meters, and was probably accessed from the central space. The floor (Locus 
K8015) of the room was covered by unevenly dry-laid, cobble-sized stones (Figure 14). 
 
Figure 14 Activity Area C, and de facto materials from the room, looking south. 
 
Area C provides one of the most easily identifiable de facto artifact assemblages 
of any area in the complex respecting room function. Several artifacts found in the 
destruction debris (Locus K8015P) and on the floor (Locus K8015) include four 
restorable storage jars two with open mouths, one bowl; two lamps; one jug; and one 
amphoriskos jug. Other types of artifact found on the floor include a grinding stone. Also, 
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there are several microartifacts that presented limited evidence from Area C, including 
some charred seed and fish bones (Rosen 1992).  
Based upon the artifacts and their spatial organization, there is only one activity 
that can be inferred for Area C. The function of the ceramic vessels, especially the 
storage jars that were found in this area, was storage of both liquid and dry goods based 
on the different types of storage jars. Also, Jacobs states that this “unevenness of the floor 
was possibly made to facilitate the storage of jars using the depressions in the floor for 
placing jar bottoms” (Dig Master). This probably was done to provide a surplus in 
expectation of siege, and the grinding stone found in this area make this idea stronger. 
However, I would like to suggest another possibility for this storage room. These lmlk 
storage jars could be used to store seeds, which were planted during planting season, 
presuming the household members dealt with farming as suggested by the plow point. 
Moreover, charred seeds can be evidence that these jars were used for storing seeds for 
planting. Also, the other ceramics, could possibly have been used for different type of 
seeds. Additionally, the siege of the Assyrian king was seen after the harvesting period 
(Luckbenbill 1989), so members of this household could possibly have stored seeds for 
the next planting period. 
Room 5 
Room 5 is the second long room of the complex. Room 5 is one of the more 
remarkable areas studied because of several features and the large number of artifacts 
present therein. The dwelling’s outer walls, which were built of dry-laid, boulder-sized 
fieldstones, 2-3 rows wide and 2-3 courses high, enclosed the room on the north and the 
east sides (Loci K8006 and K8007). The western side was divided by one wall, a course 
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of boulder-sized, dry-laid field stone (Locus K8014). Room 5 measures approximately 
3.05 meters x 2. 21 meters, or 6.75 square meters. There are two different types of floor 
surfaces (Locus K8003): the northeastern segment of the floor was constructed of beaten 
earth with large cobbles, denoted as Area D. The other part of the floor was built of 
cobbles and is identified as Area E (Figure 9). The destruction debris covering the floor 
(Locus K8002) includes burnt brick fragments, charred beams, and pebble- to cobble-
sized fieldstones. The debris level was very dense and measured 4 cm thick at the east 
and 45 cm thick at the west sides of the surface. The east side is so shallow because there 
was a solid wall on the east side of the room, so it is possible that the second floor could 
have collapsed into the west side of the room. Two support pillars (Loci K8004 and 
K8005) were placed in this area. The K8004 pillar was hewn and roughly dressed, and 
measured 1.33 meters x 50 cm x 40 cm. It was located between 87 cm and 1.35 meters 
from the south balk and between 15 cm and 60 cm from the west balk. The other pillar, 
K8005, was hewn and dressed as well, and measured 1.38 meters x 45 cm. x 40 cm. It 
was located between 1.45 meters and 1.85 meters from the west balk and between 80 cm 
and 1.25 meters from the south balk. These two pillars were not removed and still stand 
on the floor.  
Room 5 held a large quantity of artifacts found preserved in situ in both the 
destruction debris and on the floor (K8003). According to Jacobs some of these artifacts 
are from debris levels that seem to have come from the second story of the Iron II house, 
such as a saddle quern and a few pottery fragments, that rested above the charred beams.  
Among the debris on the floor were several ceramic vessels and other artifacts 
including approximately six storage jars, four jugs, two juglets, three cooking pots, one 
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bowl, many bowl sherds, three kraters, two lamps, one large-mouth dipper juglet and 
several decanter and pitcher sherds (Figure 15). Other types of artifacts found on the floor 
and debris include: one “pounder,” one small mortar, two beads, one circular bronze 
piece, three iron arrow points, three stone weights, eight loom weights, one worked bone, 
one perforated limestone, and three grinding stones. Other artifacts include several 
figurine fragments, three ballistas, two iron “straps,” an unfinished spindle whorl, and a 
saddle quern. Also, several microartifacts taken from Room 5 by Rosen include fish 
bones, flint, shell, lithics, charred seeds, and grain seed. 
 
Figure 15 View of floor K8003 and de facto storage jar and pottery sherds. 
 
Based on these artifacts and their spatial organization, a number of activities can 
be inferred for Room 5. The function of the storage jars was to stock surplus produce 
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likely dry goods like cereals based on the large openings of store jar, for either the 
upcoming winter season or any expectation of siege by the Assyrians. Some other 
ceramic vessels, decanters, pitchers, a spouted krater and a large open krater, also were 
possibly used to stock liquid and other dry products. As I mentioned above, Room 5 has 
two different type surfaces, so one of the surfaces was probably used for storage, I would 
suggest Area D was used in this way. The other side, Area E, was probably used for 
weaving activities, as supported by the eight loom weights found resting on the floor and 
in the destruction debris. Also, a perforated limestone “may have held the base of vertical 
poles supporting an upright loom from which the loom weights were suspended before 
they were baked in the conflagration and deposited on the floor as the loom's other 
components were consumed in the fire” (Hardin 2000: 232). The unfinished spindle 
whorl provides further support that this area was used for textile working. The one bead 
was likely for personal adornment and is consistent with ethnographic data that supports 
that Area D was mostly used by women and associated with textile production. This 
relationship between women and textile production at these household level in southwest 
Asia is discussed by Friend (1996) and Hardin (2000: 233). In Judah, the textile tradition 
was very active during 8th and 9th century. Friend states that the quantity of loom 
weights and other weaving implements found at Tell Halif is more than at any other 
southern Levantine sites in the Iron II period (Friend 1997; Hardin 2000: 233; Reynolds 
2012: 103). Furthermore, Friend explains that weaving evidence may possibly indicate an 




Some of the other artefactual remains, including bowls, pitchers, decanters, 
cooking pots, kraters, jugs, and juglets, and as well as a number of bowls sherds, are 
associated with food preparation and consumption, which probably occurred in this area. 
These food and liquid consumption materials could have been used by women to satisfy 
their needs during manufacturing textile productions. Also, the numerous bowls sherds 
possibly show that there was communal food consumption or possibly preparation for 
serving or storage in this area. Moreover, other artifacts like a mortar, a grinding stone, a 
pounder, a saddle quern, and a dipper are related to women’s activities. Therefore, when 
we look at these activities, I can possibly say that this area was mainly used by women. 
Other artifactual remains include arrow points and ballista, which give us possible 
information about the destruction of the settlement, most likely during the Assyrian King 
Sennacharib’s 701 B.C.E. campaign. The Tell Halif Field IV dwelling of Stratum VIB 
apparently was burned and abandoned after a military siege related to the Assyrians 
(Hardin 2001: 191). These artifacts are significant because they likely show an attempted 
defense of the settlement by at least some of its inhabitants. The other remains include 
several figurines and bronze and iron materials, but these are not associated with any 
activity in this space. In sum, there are different activities that took place the Room 5, 
including storage in Area D, and textile production and food preparation and 
consumption in Area E. 
Room 6 
Room 6 is the last room and activity area of the K8 House and includes activity 
Area F (Figure 9). The room was surrounded by four walls (Loci L8002, L8012, L8006, 
and L80013), two of which are outer walls (Locus L8002 southern limit of the house, and 
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L8012, eastern limit of the house) of the dwelling. The outside walls were built of dry-
laid, boulder-sized fieldstones, and are 2 rows wide, measuring 70 cm, and 3 to 5 courses 
high, measuring 80- 92 cm. The other two walls were constructed of cobble- to small-
boulder-sized fieldstones; one of them is L8013, measuring 25 cm wide and 43 cm high, 
which ended at the southwest corner of pillar Locus L8011. The other is L8006, 
measuring 70 cm wide and 75 cm high. In the middle of these four walls an uneven 
cobbled surface (Locus L8010) was placed. It was made of dry-laid cobbles to boulder-
sized cobblestones and fieldstones, and measured 2.05 meters x 2.75 meters, or 5.63 
square meters. The main doorway probably lead the way to an outer street (Locus L8019) 
and was constructed of smooth, large cobblestones and boulders placed in a step-like 
fashion between the end of Wall L8012 and cross-wall L8002. Debris covering the floor 
(Locus L8005) includes ash pockets, and pieces of charred wood in a matrix of 
mudbricks. It was about 50 cm deep. In the destruction debris and on the surface were 
several artifactual remains. Restorable ceramic vessels included two cooking pots, three 
storage jars, two jugs, two bowls, and one krater. Other artifacts that were mainly found 
in the destruction debris include two grinding stones, one hammer stone, five figurine 




Figure 16 Elements from Room 6; Floor L8010, Pillar L8011, and other artifacts. 
 
Other types of artifacts found on the floor include one figurine fragment, four 
grinding stones, two mortars and one weight stone. Also, there were several 
microartifacts from the room. Rosen (1993) states that this area yielded the richest 
microartifact sample of the dwelling. One sample was related to a collapsed tabun and 
includes large amounts of charcoal including mostly cereal grains, with some legumes, 
bird eggshell, and fish bone. Most of the remains came from within the tabun and include 
remnants of cooked meals. Furthermore, cereal grains were present on the insides of the 
cooking pot left at the time of destruction. Also, included among the microartifacts was a 
fragment of beach-rock mortar illustrating that other types of mortars were used in this 
area as well, either predating or contemporary with the flint saddle quern that was found 
in area K8. (Rosen 2003). These are also very common it the other houses. 
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 Based on these micro- and other artifacts and their spatial organization, a number 
of activities can be inferred for Area F. The ceramic vessels, cooking pots and 
microartifact materials, tabun fragments, copious amounts of charcoal, legumes, eggshell, 
and fish bone all suggest activities associated with food preparation and cooking. Also, I 
can suggest that the cooking pots found in Room 5 were possibly used here and carried to 
Room 5 for food consumption. The ceramics included three jars and two jugs that can be 
related to liquid storage, and one bowl and one krater could have been used for other 
kitchen activities. Also, four grinding stones and other flint implements prove that Area F 
was used for food preparation. 
Central Space 
The central space provided the longest undivided space in the dwelling. It runs 
west to east, and measured approximately 10 meters x 2 meters, or 20 square meter. 
There are a few activities that have been identified in this area. The first activity area was 
at the western side of the house. A tabun, Area H (Figure 9) that abuts the south face of 
Area A’s wall K9005 was built of coils of clay on and against a ring of cobble-sized 
fieldstones. The tabun was poorly preserved, being 23 cm high and 52 cm x 80 cm wide. 
The nearby artifacts include two restorable cooking pots and in situ pottery. Storage jar 
and ceramic sherds were found on lying on floor K9009 close to tabun. (Figure 17). 
Tabuns generally were placed for easy access, and this tabun is placed in the middle of 
the three rooms. It connects easily to other rooms like the Broad Room, Room 2 and 
Room 3. The tabun and other materials present in the space suggest that food preparation 




Figure 17 Tabun from central space and de facto artifacts. 
 
The other activities occurred on the eastern side of the complex. A dry-laid 
circular stone bin, Area G (Locus; L8017) was constructed of large cobble-sized 
fieldstones. It was 1.25 meters long, with walls 15 cm wide, and 26 cm high. It was 
placed at the north side of Surface L8010, and joined the west face of Pillar L8011 
(Figures 9 and 10). The surface of the bin was built of beaten earth (Locus L8016) and 
includes compacted clay. There were several ceramic vessels and other artifacts found in 
this destruction debris and on the floor. In situ artifacts on the floor include one cooking 
pot and one figurine fragment. Artifacts from destruction debris include one spindle 
whorl and one hammer stone. There are several different types of ceramic sherds, 
especially bowls, that were found lying on the floor. (Figure 18).  
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The bin/installation could have been used in food or industrial production or as a 
storage place (Aja 2009: 374; Daviau 1993). Daviau states that bins generally served as 
storage containers that were placed where residents needed them (Aja 2009: 375, Daviau 
1993, 61). Bins do not provide much help in defining which activities were carried out in 
that space because they served different functions in a variety of places (Aja 2009: 491). 
Bin L8017 was placed close to both areas where weaving activity was carried out and 
food preparation was under taken. Therefore, I would say that the bin could have been 
used as an unused or broken materials store, when such materials were out of use for both 
food and weaving activities.  However, regarding the artifacts that were found in the bin, 
I cannot say which activities would have been carried out. 
 




There is possibly another activity that could have been performed in the central 
space between floor L8010 and K8003 and the northeastern face of pillar L8011, as there 
is one stone bowl and one cowrie shell bead that were unearthed in this area. The cowrie 
shell is generally associated with personal adornment. However, there is another 
possibility that it could have been used as grave goods. There are several examples from 
a cemetery at Tell Halif (Borowski 2013). I can suggest that these two artifacts were 
associated with preparing mortuary in Area I. Stone bowls were used as grave goods in 
both male and female cremations in the Njoro River Cave in Kenya Rift Valley (Leakey 
and Leakey 1950; Merrick and Monaghan 1984: 7). Also, cowrie shell beads often were 
used grave goods. Golani (2016: 1342) states that, “Shells are among the most durable 
natural materials and were exploited for food, vessels, tools, as a medium of exchange 
and as offerings”. Different type of shell assemblages are encountered at sites in Levant 
(Mayer 2007: 281). Cowrie shells of the genus Cypraea are found throughout the Near 
East from the prehistoric period onward (Golani 2014: 71). In the Levant, especially 
Israel and Jordan, cowries were used as amulets, and were imported form the Red Sea 
and the Mediterranean from the Epipaleolithic period (Golani 2004: 191; Reese 1991: 
188). During the Bronze Age, cowries were used as grave goods, especially in burials of 
women and children (Golani 2014: 73; Kovacs 2008: 17), as was also popular in the 
southern Levant during Iron Ages (Golani 2014: 73; Mayer 2007). Cowries were 
discovered in the graves of a young girl in Egypt (Reese 1991: 189), and in the south 
Levant, cowries were found around the skull in female burials (Golani 2014: 73).  Reese 
states that “Cowries have often been associated with fertility and a protection against 
sterility. Since they are seen as givers of life, it may logically follow that they have an 
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important part to play in the afterlife, possibly to ensure the continued existence or 
resurrection of the dead” (Reese 1991: 189). 
Roofing 
I would like to suggest here that the largest area of space in the complex including 
Rooms 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, was entirely roofed. The existence of oil lamps in these rooms 
could demonstrate that the spaces were roofed due to the need for artificial light. Scholars 
believe that one of the pillared long rooms generally was left open to serve as a courtyard 
(Hardin 2012: 544; Fritz and Kempinski 1983: 27; Herzog 1984: 77). Furthermore, I can 
say that the central space of the K8 dwelling could have been unroofed to let in the 
necessary light for activities that were carried out therein. Also, this step would have 
provided enough light for the other rooms that were mainly divided from the central area 
by pillared walls. Furthermore, an unroofed central space allows exit of smoke from 
cooking and hearth installations. For the same reasons, I would suggest that Room 6 
could have been unroofed because the space was used for cooking activity and it is at the 
entrance of the house, so they may have not needed to roof this area. Besides this 
possibility, there is no further evidence one way of the other about a roof above the floor 
of Room 6 and the central space, except that the area is the biggest and longest space in 
the compound.  
Comparison of the K8 House with Other Houses from the Same Region 
Because of all the artifacts found in the K8 House, we can make a comparison and 
give more accurate information about four room houses and add more information to our 
general knowledge of four room houses in the Levant. By comparing domestic spaces 
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within the K8 House with other four room houses from the same site and other sites in 
the same region, I tried to gain a better understanding of domestic space usage in the K8 
House. The materials that were found in Tell Halif Stratum VIA, and particularly those in 
Stratum VIB, are very comparable to material remains from Lachish (Level III), Tel Beit 
Mirsim (A2), Beer Sheva (2), Tel el-Hesi (sub-Stratum VIIIA) and Tel Eton (Strata I-II) 
(Hardin 2010: 93; Reynolds 2012: 21).  
There are a few similarities we can see between the K8 House and other sites. 
One of them is house plan. It is almost the same all over the Levant during the Iron II 
period. However, some houses have one row of pillars, and some houses have two rows 
of pillars. The K8 House has two rows of pillars that are monolithic, hewn and roughly 
dressed, as do Hazor’s Area G Building 10370, and Tell en-Nasbeh’s Building M 379 
(Netzer 1992: 198). Also, the K8 House includes courtyard buildings with rows of rooms 
in two sides, like Hazor Area B Buildings 3100, 3067 and 3208, Samaria Buildings 409, 
424, and Megiddo Stratum IVB Building 1482 (Netzer 1992: 200). 
The K8 House has a central space that was rectangular and was not wider than 2 
meters like Tell Beit Mirsim, “House A” 11 NW 33 (Netzer 1992: 196). There are several 
installations such as cooking pits, ovens, and tabuns placed in the central space of the K8 
House. This is common at other houses like the F7 Dwelling from Tell Halif (Hardin 
2010, 2012). Also ethnographic data from Aliabad, Hasanabad and Baghesdan provide 
evidence for courtyard compounds (Hardin 2001: 299). These include storage facilities 
(Area A, Area C, and Area D), living domains (Area B), kitchens (Area H, Area B, and 
Area F), and courtyards (Central Space). Additionally, Room 2, Room 4, and Room 5 of 
the K8 House were located on the north side of the house and all were used for storage. 
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We can see the same situation at the F7 Dwelling, where the north side of the complex 
was used for storage (Room 1 and 5) (Figures 19 and 20). I can suggest that direct 
sunlight in the summer months is not direct because of that members of these houses used 
the North rooms as storage because these rooms take less sun light than the South rooms. 




Figure 19 F7 Dwelling with room identifications from Tell Halif.  




Figure 20 Distribution map for activities of F7 Dwelling.  
(Illustration by Tim Frank). 
Not surprisingly, the pottery assemblage from K8 House is also very similar to the 
F7 Dwelling which is another Iron II house from Tell Halif approximately 10-15 meters 
to the north of the K8 House. In particular, storage jars, some with lmlk stamps have been 
unearthed in almost every Judahian site, including Lachish, Gezer, Beth Shemesh as well 
as at Tell Halif K8 House. These are similar to the F7 Dwelling. In the K8 House, there 
are only a few lmlk type storage jars, but the F7 Dwelling had more than ten lmlk jars. 
Also, “to help determine how ceramic vessels assemblage of F7 Dwelling performed as a 
whole”, residue analysis was used by Patrick McGovern of the Museum of Applied 
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Science for Archaeology, University of Pennsylvania (Hardin 2010: 156). Three of the 
lmlk-type storage jars, a strainer, and a funnel was selected for this analysis. “When 
tested by Fourier-transform, diffuse-reflectance infrared spectrometry, high performance 
liquid chromatography, and wet chemical techniques all five vessels tested positive for 
tartaric acid, a substance that in nature is almost exclusively found in grapes” (Hardin 
2010: 156).  
There are a few differences that we see between the K8 House and the F7 
Dwelling. The most important difference is the stable. Many houses have them including 
the F7 Dwelling at Tell Halif (Hardin 2010, 2012), houses at Beersheba, Megiddo 
(Herzog 1992: 227), and House 1727 at Shechem (Wright 1978: 153 in Hardin 2001: 
118) all possibly had stables on their first floor. However, there is no evidence of a stable 
in the K8 House. Another difference is olive oil manufacture for which there is no 
evidence in the K8 House. Specifically, the presence of oil presses demonstrates olive 
cultivation at several Iron II-period sites (Schloen 2001: 138). For example, in 
southwestern Judah, Tell Beit Mirsim has different oil presses (Albright et al. 1943:55–62 
in Schloen 2001: 138). Also near Jerusalem, Tell en-Nasbeh and Bethshemesh provide 
parallels for oil presses in the Central Hill country, while Shechem House 1727 had oil 
pressing installations (Schloen 2001: 138). One more difference that I can see between 
the K8 House and the F7 Dwelling is in religious materials. The F7 Dwelling at Tell 
Halif had several items suggesting cultic activity, including a polished triangular shaped 
stone, two finely dressed and beveled standing stones, a broken pillar figurine, and a 
fenestrated stand (Hardin 2012: 535). These materials show that there was ritual activity 





In conclusion, information gained from Rooms 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and the central 
space were combined to provide a detailed understanding of the K8 House at Tell Halif 
during the Iron II period. I have demonstrated that various spaces in dwellings where 
domestic activities were carried out can be identified in the K8 House. The broad room of 
the house suffered from erosion, so I do not say anything about the broad room of the K8 
House. Room 2, 3, 4 and 5 are the best candidates for inner spaces. These domestic areas 
were mostly related to living room activities (Room 3, Area B), storage facilities (Room 
2, Area A, Room 4, Area C and Room 5, Area D), a kitchen (Room 6, Area F and central 
space, Area H) and courtyard (Central Space). Additionally, weaving production (Room 
5, Area E), preparing mortuary activity (south east corner of the central space, Area I), 
and bin (Area G) are known activity areas as well.  
Room 2, Area A was generally used for storage. This inference is based on a plow 
point and great quantity of iron fragments. These suggest that members of this house 
were occupied in farming, and perhaps a male member of the house making his farming 
tools ready to use. The iron fragments likely came from the plow point, but it is possible 
that there were other iron materials that were used by member of this house. 
Room 3, Area B, was used for food consumption and as a living room. These 
inferences are based on pottery sherds and existence of enough space for more activities, 
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so the area is suitable for guest entertainment, food consumption, and other social 
activities performed by the members of the household. So, I can suggest that this house 
was used by a nuclear family since the relatively small size of the entire house and food 
consumption room support this. Also, an installation shows that Area B was temporarily 
used for food preparation during the winter months. Room 4, Area C, was clearly used as 
a storage area. Four storage jars were unearthed, but this storage could have been for an 
expected siege associated with the Assyrian King Sennacharib. However, I suggest that 
there is already another storage area (Room 5) in this house, so Area C should have been 
used for a different purpose. I propose that this area was used for the storage of planting 
seeds because members of the house were undertaking agricultural practices but there is 
only the one plow point to support this interpretation. Therefore, this area provide 
stronger evidence of farming activity in this house. 
Room 5 was used for multiple purposes. The western side of the room was used 
for storage facilities and the eastern side of the room was used for weaving activities. The 
storage jars and weaving implements were placed in this area of the house. Also, other 
women’s activities could have taken place in this area. Regarding the artifacts from this 
room, Jacobs states that some, especially the saddle quern, fell down from second story 
(Dig Master). However, I would suggest that all of these materials likely were used on 
the first floor. Some of the items likely were used or stored above the floor and tumbled 
into the destruction debris as the structure burned. Their location above the floor does not 
mean they had to come from a second story. His primary example was the saddle quern 
being atop a charred beam. When a saddle quern was used, it is generally supported by 
something from below to make it higher and more ergonomic. Therefore, members of 
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this house could have used some beams below the saddle quern to make it higher. Room 
6 was on the southeastern corner of the house. It connected the house to the street by a 
doorway. Cooking activities took place in this area prior to destruction of the settlement. 
However, the three storage jars also suggest this area could have been used as storage 
during the settlement’s last days. That could have happened because the locals needed to 
store their surplus during the Assyrian siege. However, there is no tangible evidence of 
this, it is just my proposal because of the storage jars that were found in this area.  
Finally, the central space was divided from the other long rooms by six 
monolithic pillars. Many domestic activities were carried out in this central space of the 
house. Cooking activities, a storage bin and preparing mortuary activities could have 
taken in the central space based on artifactual remains from here. The Western side of the 
central space was used for cooking activities because this area was closer to the broad 
room, the food consumption, living room, and one of the storages spaces (Room 1, 2, and 
3). The bin placed between Room 5 and Room 6 was used for storage of textiles 
materials and pottery. The last activity in the central space is preparing mortuary 
activities carried out in the southeastern side of the central space.  
Regarding materials and interpretation of the spatial position of artifacts, I suggest 
that inhabitants of the K8 House were agriculturalists, producers of textiles, and that they 
performed most of the “regular” domestic activities associated with storage of goods, and 
cooking. I would like to suggest that the house was occupied by a nuclear family that 
involved possibly the father, mother and children who were not married. Based on 
activities that took place in the house, I propose that the inhabitants were usually self-
sufficient because they were able to produce agricultural goods and textiles. Moreover, 
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because of communal space in the weaving area, I suggest that the members of the houses 
had connection with other house in the site. Lmlk storage jars and similarity with other 
ceramic assemblages shows that this town and house was integrated into the Kingdom of 
Judah and participated economically in trade with others in the region. Also, fish 
consumption in the site shows that this town was integrated with not only with Judah but 
also regionally, because the Nile of Egypt and the Mediterranean Sea one the only places 
that provide these fish species such as Nile perch, Lates niloticus, and marine species 
were not identified (Borowski 1998). 
As I proposed above, the house’s two long rooms were roofed except for the 
southeastern room, Room 6. There is no evidence about the roof in the central area, and I 
would suggest that Room 6 was not roofed as well because cooking activities were taking 
place therein. Also it connects the inside of the house to the street. Additionally, it is 
possible that all of the roofed area carried a second story. Monolithic pillars and strong 
walls of the house support this idea. It would have provided more living space for 
occupants of the house. However, no evidence of ladders or stairs were found during 
excavations. Furthermore, Yadin (1963) suggested that broad room walls generally were 
built higher, making this room the more likely one to carry a second floor. Nonetheless, 
the broad room of the K8 House was destroyed because of erosion, so neither stair nor 
broad room walls can be given as evidence for a second story.  
Answers to the hypotheses that were given in my proposal have been addressed 
all the way through the investigation and analysis of the artifacts from Areas K8, K9, L8 
and L9. These data have contributed information on what kind of activities were carried 
out in the K8 House which was my first hypothesis. Living domain, storage facilities, 
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cooking activities, and weaving activity were primary activities that took place in the K8 
House. My second hypothesis is that where these activities took place in the house could 
be demonstrated based on artifact spatial organization. Most of the activities took place in 
specific locations in the house, such as weaving activity, the living room in the roofed 
part of the house, and food preparation in the central space of the house, unroofed. 
Archaeological artifacts play important role in describing and locating which activity 
took place where, so there is a connection between material remains and human behavior. 
In order to make behavioral inferences regarding the use of space, de facto assemblage 
plays important role.  
My third hypothesis involved comparing the K8 House and the F7 Dwelling from 
Tell Halif. Firstly, these two houses have a typical four room house plan. Also, the north 
side of these complexes were used as storages because, as I said above north side of the 
complex takes less sunlight and is therefore more appropriate for storage like Rooms 2, 4, 
and 5 at the K8 House and Rooms 1 and 5 at the F7 Dwelling while the south side of the 
house takes more sunlight, making it possible to use for a living room, like Room 3 at the 
K8 House and Room 3 at the F7 Dwellling. Additionally, both complexes had cooking 
preparation activities in the courtyard. Hardin (2010, 2012) states that the F7 Dwelling 
was mostly roofed, but a small area was left unroofed to let light enter and smoke escape. 
However, I state that Rooms 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 were roofed and Room 6 and all the central 
space was left unroofed at the K8 House. Both of the houses possibly carried a second 
floor because walls and pillars were found that support this idea. The F7 Dwelling had 
more space than the K8 House, so it was occupied by an extended family which is why 
the house has more activity area than the K8 House. The F7 Dwelling has evidence of a 
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few more activities than the K8 House such as a stable, ritual activity, and production of 
wine. There is no evidence of these at the K8 House. Not surprisingly, all ceramics 
materials that were used in these two houses were very similar storage jars, cooking pots, 
bowls, etc., but one different item was the spouted krater found in the K8 House. Also, 
macro- and microartifacts found in these houses support that assertion that the town was 
integrated into both the Kingdom of the Judah, the Nile of Egypt, and the Mediterranean 
Sea.  Evidence of economic activity and farming support that there are some household 
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Plate# 1.1       
                                
Vessel# IV. K8. 26 no. 1              
Pottery Type: Lamb         
Class: 75 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade. 
Paste: 5YR6/6 “reddish yellow”;  
Inclusions: few small to large limestone; 
Firing:N/A; Hardness; hard; 
Surface: (Interior): 5YR6/6 “reddish 
yellow”, (Exterior): 5YR6/6 “reddish 
yellow. 
 
Plate # 1.2 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 76. no. 1 
Pottery Type: Bowl (Cup) 
Class: 71C 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade; 
Paste: 7.5YR5/2 brown; Inclusions: few 
small ceramics, some small lime; Firing: 
no core; Hardness; hard; Surface: 
(Interior): 10YR7/3 very pale brown; 
(Exterior): Wheel burnished, 10YR7/3 
very pale brown. 
 
Plate # 1.3 
 
Vessel # IV. K8.84. no.1 

















Plate # 2.1 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 86. no. 1 
Pottery Type: Juglet 
Class: 38 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade; 
Paste: 2.5YR6/4 light reddish brown; 
Inclusions: some small to medium lime, 
some very small sand; Firing:NA; 
Hardness: Hard; Surface: (Interior): 
7.5YR6/4 light brown; (Exterior): slip 
7.5YR6/4 light brown and 10YR5/2 
grayish brown. 
  
Plate # 2.2 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 57C. no. 1 
Pottery Type:Pithos (Stora Jar, 
wholemouth). 
Class: 7 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade; 
Paste: 7.5YR6/4 light brown; 
Inclusions: some very small to medium 
sand, some small to medium limesones; 
Firing: No core; Hardness: Hard; 
Surface: (Interior): 10YR6/3 pale 
brown; (Exterior): 5YR7/4 pink.  
 
Plate # 2.3 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 58A. no. 2 
Pottery Type: Jug 
Class: 23 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade; 
Paste: 2.5YR6/4 light reddish 
brown; Inclusions: few very small 
limestone, few small limestone; Firing: 
dark gray core; Hardness: hard; Surface: 
(Interior): 2.5YR6/4 light reddish 
brown; (Exterior): slip 2.5YR5/4 reddish 

















Plate # 3.1 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 94/B. no. 3 
Pottery Type: Lmlk Store Jar 
Class: 4 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade; 
Paste:NA; Inclusions: NA; Firing: gray 
core; Hardness: hard; Surface: 
(Interior): NA; (Exterior): NA 
 
Plate # 3.2 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 95/A. no. 1 
Pottery Type: Jug with trefoil lip 
Class: 23 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade; 
Paste: 5YR6/8 reddish 
yellow; Inclusions: some small to large 
limestone, few small to medium wadi 
gravel; Firing: no core; Hardness: hard; 
Surface: (Interior): 5YR5/8 reddish 
yellow; (Exterior): slip 10YR8/1 white.  
 
Plate # 3.3 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 101/D. no. 1 
Pottery Type: Cooking Pot 
Class: 68B 
Description: Technique: NA; Paste: 
7.5YR6/6 reddish yellow; Inclusions: 
few small to large limestone, few small 
to medium sand; Firing: no core; 
Hardness: hard; Surface: (Interior): 
7.5YR6/6 reddish yellow; (Exterior): 



















Plate # 4.1 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 90/B. no. 7 
Pottery Type: Storage Jar 
Class: 11 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade; 
Paste: 5YR6/6 light red; Inclusions: few 
very small sand, few small to large lime; 
Firing: light gray core; Hardness: hard; 
Surface: (Interior): 5YR6/6 light red; 
(Exterior): slip 10YR8/2 white, patches 
of 2.5YR6/6 light red showing through 
slip. 
 
Plate # 4.2 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 91/A. no. 84 
Pottery Type: Lmlk Storage Jar 
Class: 4 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade; 
Paste: 5YR reddish brown 5/4; 
Inclusions: some small ceramics; Firing: 
dark gray core; Hardness: hard; Surface: 
(Interior): 5YR dark gray 
4/1; (Exterior): 5YR reddish brown 5/3 
(selfslipped below handles).  
 
Plate # 4.3 
 
Vessel # IV. K8. 91/B. no. 3 
Pottery Type: Lmlk Starage Jar 
Class: 4 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade; 
Paste: NA; Inclusions: NA; Firing: light 
gray core; Hardness: hard; Surface: 


















Plate # 5.1 
 
Loom Weight 
Object # 1902, IV. K8. 27 
Composition: Limestone. Color: 10 R 
6/1 
Dimensions: D. 4.3 cm 
Conditions: Broken; stable; mended. 
 
Plate # 5.2 
 
Fragment of female figurine 
Object # 2075, IV. K8/J8. 65 
Composition: Ceramic. Color: 2.5YR 
light red 6/6. Dimensions: H. 5.25 cm, 
W. 3.18 cm, D. 1.38cm 
Conditions: Broken diagonally across 
lower neck and along left 





Object # 1802, IV. K8. 3 
Composition: Clay. Color: 5YR "reddish 
brown" 5/3. Dimensions: D. 7.4 cm.  
Condition: Spherical loom weight of 





























Plate # 6.1 
 
Ballista 
Object # 1951, IV. K8. 47 
Composition: Stone 
Color: 5 YR 7/1 
Dimensions: D. 7.07 cm 
Condition: Broken 
 
Plate # 6.2 
 
Arrowhead 
Object # 1975, IV. K8. 49 
Composition: Iron. Color: 5 YR 5/8 
Dimensions: H. 6.43 cm, W. 1. 82 cm, 
D. 0.66 cm 
Condition: Corroded 
 
Plate # 6.3 
 
Perforated Limestone 
Object # 2026, IV. K8. 51 
Composition: Limestone. Color: 10YR 
8/2 
Dimensions: H. 4.12 cm, W. 4.02 cm, D. 
2.05 cm 
Condition: Broken; cracked; friable. 
 
Plate # 6.4 
 
Loom Weight  
Object # 2080, IV. K8. 67 
Composition: Mud 
Color: 5 YR 4/1 
Dimensions: H. 2.57 cm, D. 5.84 cm 























Plate # 7.1 
 
Weight Stone 
Object # 2124, IV. K8. 76 
Composition: Stone, Basalt. Color: 5YR 
3/1. Dimensions: H. 5.94 cm, D. 6.82 cm 
Condition: Excellent. Forty-shekel scale 
weight. Basalt with domed shape. 
 
Plate # 7.2 
 
Iron Straps 
Object # 2150 A and B, IV, K8. 85 
Composition: Iron 
Color: Rusted, (A): 5YR 5/8, (B): 7.5YR 
5/4. Dimensions: H. (A): 4.75 cm, (B): 
12.90 cm. W. (A): 4.63 cm, (B): 5.60 
cm. D. (A): 0.61 cm, (B): 0.89 cm 
Condition: Badly corroded; broken. 
 
Plate # 7.3 
 
Circular Bronze Piece 
Object # 2147, IV. K8. 89 
Composition: Bronze 
Color: Green 
Dimensions: D. 2.02 cm, D. 1.60 cm 
Condition: Chipped; corroded. 
 
Plate # 7.4 
 
Grinding Stone 
Object # 2197, IV. K8. 98 
Composition: Limestone 
Color: 5YR 7/4 
Dimensions: H. 8. 2 cm, W. 8.6 cm, D. 





















Plate # 8.1 
 
Fragment of animal leg, likely horse. 
Object # 1934, IV. K8. 43 
Composition: Ceramics. Color: 5YR 
reddish yellow 6/6. Dimensions: H. 3.02 
cm, W. 1.85 cm, D. 2.00 cm. 
Condition: Broken; stable. Broken 
irregularly just below juncture with 
body. Slight surface abrasion of tip. 
 
Plate # 8.2 
 
Ear or nose ring  
Object # 1998, IV, K8. 50 
Composition: Bronze 
Color: Green 
Dimensions: D. 1.22 cm, D. 0.29 cm. 
Condition: Corroded. 
 
Plate # 8.3 
 
Clay Bulla 
Object # 2095, IV. K8. 72 
Composition: Clay. Color: 10 YR 7/4 




Plate # 8.4 
 
Grinding Stone 
Object # 2163, IV. K8 90/B 
Composition: Stone. Color: 5 YR 3/1 
Dimensions: H. 4.23 cm, W. 8.13 cm, D. 
5.73 cm. 









Plate: 8.1  
 
 











Plate # 9.1 
 
Pillar Figurine 
Object # 2162, IV. K8. 88 
Composition: Ceramic. Color: 2.5YR 
light red 6/6. Dimensions: H. 2.65 cm, 
W. 2.06 cm, D. 2.54 cm. 
Condition: Broken horizontally at neck. 
Head and neck formed simply by single 
roll of clay. Back of head with rounded 
tip fashioned by pulling clay of head 
backwards and upwards and slightly 
smoothing the tip.  
 
Plate # 9.2 
 
Weight Stone 
Object # 2151, IV. K8. 87 
Composition: Stone – hematite. Color: 
2.5 YR 3/0. Dimensions: H. 2.01 cm, W. 
1.51 cm, D. 1.28 cm. 
Condition: Chipped; good. 
 
Plate # 9.3 
 
Pillar Figurine 
Object # 2726, IV K8. 88 
Composition: Ceramic. Color: 2.5YR 
red 5/6. Dimensions: H: 3.37 cm, W. 
3.94 cm, D. 2.32 cm. 
Condition: Broken horizontally across 
































Plate # 10.1 
 
Vessel # IV. K9. 112. no. 71522 
Pottery Type: Bottom of Juglet 
Class: 39 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 5YR reddish gray 5/2, Inclusions: 
few small to medium limestones, Firing: 
No core, Hardness: Hard, Surface: 
(Interior): 5YR reddish gray 5/2, 
(Exterior): vertical burnishing, 10YR 
very pale brown 8/2 
 
Plate # 10.2 
 
Vessel # IV. K9. 168. no. 70949/13  
Pottery Type: Bowl (Cooking Pot) 
Class: 68B 
Description: Technique: N/A 
Paste: 5YR light reddish brown 6/4 
Inclusions: many large limestone, some 
medium sand, Firing: No core, 
Hardness: Hard, Surface: (Interior): 
5YR light reddish brown 6/4, (Exterior): 
slip 2.5YR red 5/6.  
 
Plate # 10.3 
 
Vessel # IV. K9. 168. no. 70949/33 
Pottery Type: Jar 
Class: 71B 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 7.5YR pink 7/4, Inclusions: few 
large lime, some medium to large sand 
Firing: No core, Hardness: Hard, 
Surface: (Interior): 7.5YR pink 8/4, 
























Plate # 11.1 
 
Vessel # IV. K9. 162. no. 70936/1  
Pottery Type: Jar 
Class: 4 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 5 YR gray 5/1, Inclusions: Some 
medium lime; some medium sand, 
Firing: light gray core, Hardness: Hard, 
Surface: (Interior): 10 YR dark gray 4/1 
(Exterior): 5 YR reddish brown 4/3 Slip. 
 
Plate # 11.2 
 
Vessel # IV. K9. 162. no. 70936/2  
Pottery Type: Bowl with ring base 
Class: 66 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 2.5YR light red 6/6, Inclusions: 
few large limestone, few large wadi 
gravel, few very small sand, Firing: light 
gray core 
Hardness: Hard, Surface: (Interior): 
wheel burnished, 2.5YR6/6 light red, 
































Plate # 12.1 
 
Vessel # IV. L8. 17.no. 8 
Pottery Type: Bowl (Cup) 
Class: 71C 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 10R6/8 light red. 
Inclusions: few very small 
ceramics,some small lime, few small 
wadi gravel. 
Firing: No core, Hardness: Hard 
Surface: (Interior): 10R6/8 light red.  
(Exterior): slip 2.5YR4/4 reddish 
brown.  
 
Plate # 12.2 
 
Vessel # IV. L8. 34. no. 70 
Pottery Type: Jug 
Class: 23 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 5YR7/4 pink.  
Inclusions: some small to medium 
limestone, Firing: No core, Hardness: 
Hard 
Surface: (Interior): slip and circular 
burnish at rim 2.5YR5/4 reddish brown, 
(Exterior): slip 2.5YR5/4 reddish 
brown.  
 
Plate # 12.3 
 
Vessel # IV. L8. 36. no. 1 
Pottery Type: Cooking Pot 
Class: 68B 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 5YR5/4 reddish brown  
Inclusions: some large limestone, few 
large wadi gravel, some medium 
ceramics, Firing: No core, Hardness: 
Hard 
Surface: (Interior): 2.5YR5/4 reddish 




















Plate # 13.1 
 
Vessel # IV. L8. 44. no. 1  
Pottery Type: Cooking Pot 
Class: 68B 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 10YR5/2 grayish brown 
Inclusions: few small to medium 
limestone.  
Firing: Medium gray core, Hardness: 
Hard 
Surface: (Interior): 5YR6/6 reddish 
yellow.  
(Exterior): 10R5/6 red.  
 
Plate # 13.2 
 
Vessel # IV. L8. 44. no. 2 
Pottery Type: Bowl, with ring base. 
Class: 52 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 2.5YR5/4 reddish brown. 
Inclusions: some small ceramics, few 
very small limestones, Firing: No core, 
Hardness: Hard, Surface: (Interior): 
5YR6/4 light reddish brown, (Exterior): 
slip 5YR 7/2 pinkish gray and 2.5YR6/4 
light reddish brown, wheel burnished. 
 
Plate # 13.3 
 
Vessel # IV. L8. 45/D. no. 1 
Pottery Type: Jar (Pithos), holemouth 
Class: 7 
Description: Technique: N/A 
Paste: 7.5YR56/4 light brown  
Inclusions: some very small sand, some 
small wadi gravel, some small 
limestone. Firing: Dark gray core, 
Hardness: Hard Surface: (Interior): 
2.5YR9/4 reddish brown 



















Plate # 14.1 
 
Vessel # IV. L8. 50. no. 69  
Pottery Type: (Bowl) Cooking Pot 
Class: 68B 
Description: Technique: N/A 
Paste: 2.5YR5/8 red.  
Inclusions: many large limestone, few 
very small ceramics.  
Firing: Dark gray core, Hardness: Hard 
Surface: (Interior): 5YR5/1 gray, 
(Exterior): 2.5YR5/6 red. 
 
Plate # 14.2 
 
Animal 
Object # 1920, IV. L8. 6 
Composition: Ceramic 
Color: 5YR reddish yellow 6/6 
Dimensions: H. 3.37 cm, W. 2.35, D. 
2.08 cm, Condition: Broken diagonally 
well below juncture with body. 
 
Plate # 14.3 
 
Loom Weight 
Object # 1991, IV. L8. 13 
Composition: Ceramic 
Color: 10YR very dark gray 3/1 
Dimensions: H. 2.7 cm, W. 3.3 cm,  D. 
2.9 cm, Condition: Whole, stable. 
 
Plate # 14.4 
 
Weight Stone 
Object # 2097, IV. L8. 28 
Composition: Stone, Basalt 
Color: 7.5YR 4/0 
Dimensions: H. 4.05 cm, W. 2.70 cm, D. 

















Plate # 15.1 
 
Ballista 
Object # 1915, IV. L8. 10 
Composition: Chert 
Color: 7.5YR 7/4 
Dimensions: D. 6. 45 cm 
Condition: Broken. 
 
Plate # 15.2 
 
Pillar Figurine 
Object # 1894, IV. L8. 7 
Composition: Ceramic 
Color: 5YR reddish yellow 7/6. 




Plate # 15.3 
 
Spindle Whorl 
Object # 1941, IV. L8. 12 
Composition: Ceramic 
Color: 5YR reddish yellow 7/6 
Dimensions: H. 1.14 cm, D. 6.77 cm 





























Plate # 16.1 
 
Weight Stone 
Object # 2127, IV. K8/L8. 37 
Composition: Limestone 
Color: 7.5YR 8/2 
Dimensions: H. 3.01 cm, W. 3.29 cm, D. 
2.31 cm 
Condition: Chipped; good condition. 
 
Plate # 16.2 
 
Stone Bowl 
Object # 2102, IV. L8. 33 
Composition: Limestone 
Color: 7.5YR 8/4 
Dimensions: H. 23.0 cm, W. 8.86 cm, D. 
15.5 cm 
Condition: Broken, stable 
 
Plate # 16.3 
 
Animal Figurine 
Object # 1977, IV. L8. 22 
Composition: Ceramic 
Color: 5YR reddish yellow 6/6 
Dimensions: H. 2.20 cm, W. 1.33 cm, D. 
1.46 cm, Condition: Broken irregularly 
across top surface below attachment to 
body. 
 
Plate # 16.4 
 
Cowrie shell bead  
Object # 2565, IV. L8. 65 
Composition: Shell 
Color: 10YR white 8/2 
Dimensions: H. 1.9 cm, W. 1.4 cm, D. 
1.6 cm 
Condition: Fragile. See comments by 
Sara Ben-Arieh in Bronze and Iron Age 



















Plate # 17.1 
 
Vessel # IV. L9. 8/A. no. 2  
Pottery Type: Bowl 
Class: 52 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 5YR4/6 yellowish red 
Inclusions: few to some very small sand, 
few large limestone, few large wadi 
gravel. 
Firing: No core, Hardness: Hard 
Surface: (Interior): wheel burnishen 
over rim 2.5YR5/8 red, (Exterior): 
2.5YR6/6 light red.  
 
Plate # 17.2 
 
Vessel # IV. L9. 9. no. 7 
Pottery Type: Bowl 
Class: 48 
Description: Technique: N/A 
Paste: 5YR7/3 pink 
Inclusions: few small limestones.  
Firing: Gray core, Hardness: Hard 
Surface: (Interior): slip 2.5YR6/6 light 
red.  
(Exterior): slip over rim 2.5YR6/6 light 
red, 2.5YR6/4 light reddish brown.  
 
Plate # 17.3 
 
Vessel # IV. L9. 124. no. 70615/71  
Pottery Type: Jug 
Class: 21 
Description: Technique: Wheelmade 
Paste: 5YR7/4 pink 
Inclusions: few medium limestone, some 
small sand, Firing: Gray core, 
Hardness: Hard 
Surface: (Interior): 5YR pink 7/4,  
(Exterior): slip, wheel and vertical hand 
burnished above shoulder, 2.5YR light 























Plate # 18.1 
 
Potter’s Mark 
Object # 2561, IV. L9. 3 
Composition: Ceramic 
Color: N/A 




Plate # 18.2 
 
Hammer Stone 
Object # 2602, IV. L9. 10 
Composition: Chert 
Color: Grayish white 
Dimensions: H. 6.3 cm, W. 5.3 cm 
Condition: Stable 
 
 
 
Plate: 18.1 
 
 
Plate: 18.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
